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2 - -Mr. J. A. Mintz (Enc. 76) 
(J. B. Hbtis) 

1 - Mr. W. R. Wazmall 
July 10, 1975 

1 - Mr. W. 0. Cregar 
1 - Mr. R. L, Moore 
UNITED STATES SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE (SSC) 

TO STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS 
WITH RESPECT TO INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 



BE 3 DOCUMENTS PERTAINING TO THE "HUSTON 

PLAN," COINTSLPRO, AND OTHER PRACTICES 
AND PROGRAMS 


HUSTON PLAN AND RELATED DEVELOPMENTS 


Reference is made to SSC letter dated May 14, 1975? 
with attached appendices, requesting certain documents and 
other information from the FBI. 


Appendix C, Part I, Item number 6, requested all 
memoranda and other materials pertaining to FBI policies, 
practices, and procedures for liaison with, the CIA from I960 
to May, 1970. General instructions concerning liaison with 
other agencies, including CIA, are set forth in Section 102 
of the Manual of Instructions, a copy of which has been 
furnished to the SSC. 


oft 


Item number 9 requested all memoranda and other 
materials reflecting conversations or communications, daring 
1970, between Agents of the FBI and the FBI Director on the 
subject of liaison or contact between personnel of the FBI 
and personnel of the CIA, including, but not limited to, all 
memoranda and other materials written by former Special Agent 
Sam Papich. Pursuant to these requests there are enclosed 
copies of 19 FBI communications. 


Asaoc. Dir. - In addition to the documents being furnished, there 

£ P '.ad h "'_!**• & number of internal memoranda, dated March 6-9, 1970, 

Aut’oir.: prepared by the Intelligence Division in response to the Sam J. 

Ad..).-papich memorandum to the Director, March 5, 1970, which because 

2T£=Wr their sensitive nature are being made available for review 
Files & Com. -by SEC staff personnel at FBI Headquarters. These memoranda 
G.njnv- az »e amplifications of the possible CIA grievances listed by 

In.pactlon_ Kr . PSplCh. 

Intoll. -- 



Laboratory 

pion. i e«oi. - RT.M :mam 

Spec. Inv. 

Training _ 

Logoi Coun, 

Tolophone Rm. — 

Director Sec f y- MAIL ROOM I I 


_ (8)^^ 


telety: 
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ORIGINAL AND COPY TO ATTORNEY GEN'L 
SEE NOTE PAGES TWO AND THREE 

vj> 


SECRET MATERIAL ATTACHED 




1075 O - 569-930 


mirssi) gtates senate select committee case) 
so sthuz Govmi2,ami. ominous -tsh 

2ESFDCT SO IISSIXIG^S ACTIVITIES 

RE 8 DOCUMENTS HSESAmilG SO SHIS “EDGSOIT 

FIAII," OOIHIEIHIO, AHD OTHER PRACTICES 
AMD PROGRAMS 

HQSSOiJ IrL/sS AND RELATED AB?EL0PKSH2S 


In response to Itsts number 9- St Has been, necessary 
to excise numerous nones,, dates, pieces, and other material 
in order to protect sensitive operations, sources, and methods 
and to protect the privacy of individuals. In sore instances, 
to protect privacy’; it was also necessary to remove information 
which could lead to an individual’ s identity. At the end of 
numerous paragraphs aeninictrativc details, such as file numbers, 
mere deleted. 

Enclosures (19) 


1 - The Attorney General 


HOTEs 


All documents responsive to Item number 9 being furnished 
to SSC mere previously furnished to the Rockefeller Commission 
(see If. R. Mannall memorandum to Mr. <1. EL Adams, b/1 6/75). 
Originally the Rockefeller Commission was to review the material 
in FBI space but the Commission obtained possession of the documents. 

The documents being made available for review by SSC 
staff personnel are the cover memorandum II. C. Sullivan to 
Mr. Deloach, 3/9/70, and enclosed 37 memoranda. These memoranda 
have been classified Secret and have been appropriately excised. 

Enclosed for the Office of the Legal Counsel are one 
unexcised and one excised copy of the memoranda being made 
available for review. 


NOTE CONTINUED PAGE THREE 


O 
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UNITED STATES SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE (SSC) 
TO STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS WITH 
RESPECT TO INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

RE: DOCUMENTS PERTAINING TO THE "HUSTON 

PLAN,” COINTELPRO, AND OTHER PRACTICES 
AND PROGRAMS 

HUSTON PLAN AND RELATED DEVELOPMENTS 


NOTE CONTINUED: 


The Papich letter and memoranda, and the review of 
the 38 possible grievances, contain comments and other information 
which could have an adverse effect on our current relationship 
with CIA. 


While numerous dates have been excised to protect the 
identity of individuals, any reader can extrapolate the 
approximate time of an event since Papich wrote his 3/13/70 
letter following a chronological scheme from 1951 to 1970. There 
is some chronological variance in the 3/5/70 letter. 


A 
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5-140 (Rev. 1-21-74) FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20535 

Senate Select Committee 


Addressee: 


7/10/75 


t 1 LTR (X] LHM □ Memo Report dated . 

U.S. Senate Select Committee Re: Huston ' 
^ Caption of Document- p^ ail an( j Related Developments 

Appendix C, Part I, Items 6 and 9. 


Originating Office^ 
Delivered by: 


FBI 



Date: 




Received by-. _ 

Title: 


Return this receipt to the Intelligence Division, FBI 
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CONTENTS 


Tab A 

Tab B 

Tab C 

Tab D 

Tab E 

Tab F 


Response to SSC request, Appendix C, Part I, Item 
number 6. 

Response to SSC request, Appendix C, Part I, Item 
number 9* 

Unexcised version of documents furnished to SSC in 
response to request in Appendix C, Part I, Item 
number 6. 

Unexcised version of documents furnished to SSC in 
response to request in Appendix C, Part I, Item 
number 9• 

Excised version of 38 memoranda being held at FBIHQ 
for review by SSC. 

Unexcised version of 38 memoranda being held at 
FBIHQ for review by SSC. 
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w * 1 u - ia ~^rmes txrrnimzWT^‘ 

Memorandum)} 


TO 

FROM 


Mr. Sullivan 
R e 0. L'Allier 



date: June 22, 1961 

■ t t TMimFMATlOU CONTAIN®} 



subject: LIAISON miK IKMIGPATION AND K/yTUR ALIZA TI0NJ5ERVICE n ( 

Liaison with INS has been handled for the past sevSPaJl 
years by SA Sai^Papich, who also handles liaison with the Central 
Intelligence Agency.(CIA). The purpose of this memorandum is 
to recor.ir.iend that SA Papich be relieved of his assignment with 
INS in order to devote full time to CIA. 


lypORHfrT/ov ftBAAT/A/J, Tp. /MS 

s \ v 9 


ClA continues to be one of the most ' 
important liaison assignments as well as one of the most time 
consuming. Proper handling of this assignment now requires the 
full time and attention of A Liaison Supervisor and it is believed 
that SA papich should be relieved of- his INS assignment in order 
to devote his entire attention to CIA. 

I 


-r 

iVPttitibptA/ frBLAT/Jl/L TP A&BVT To RB 
A$S/G.a/B0 to ftAtfPLg AjAISojl/ u>iTH- /MS 


ACTION : • 


If you approve,. liaison responsibility for INS will be 
transferred from SA Papich to //AmB 


rmtion outside your ^ConmiUtee^Tt^me i^lfmifSuo °fr ^V 10 * for 
awr Committee and the content may not he disclosed £' °oeoding9 6 p 

without ike express approval of the FBI ^ 10 V^^horizei person*- 












(E) ' CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) - DOMESTIC CONTACT 
SERVICE — You previously have been informed regarding CIA’s Contact 
Division which has had offices in. various U. S. cities and which is openly 
identified as being connected with CIA. This division has been responsible 
* for ihe overt collection of positive intelligence.gained through interviews of 
aliens, travelers,, businessmen, etc. The division has not been engaged 
in any operational activity such as the development of double agents. For 
your information, CIA has reorganized this division and it is now called 
the Domestic Contact Service. 

An examination of CIA s activities in the area of overt collection 
of positive intelligence has indicated that'tjie Bifreau can strengthen its 
position by having our field offices' establish direct contact with the local 
offices of the Domestic Contact Service. Shis particularly applies to those 
situations .where the Bureau and CIA both have an interest in Soviet-bloc 
and Yugoslav nationals,, excluding those who are connected with embassies 
or the United Nations?^'We recognize that CIA has a responsibility for 
collection of positive intelligenceai. e. information regarding Soviet-bloc 
capability in a particular research field))which might be acquired from 
such visitors but wp cannot, condone any CIA activity which might 
interfere with Bureau operations. - You’therefore are authorized to 
establish liaison with local offices of the Domestic Contact Service. 


9-28-65 

- SAC LETTER NO. 65-54 - 5 


This document is prepared in response to your request and is not for dtssenir 
nation outside your Committee. /'•- use i to offiHa* ;> nreeding* bjf 

your Committee and the r or ten* may not b •. disclosed to unauthorized person^ 
nel without the express approval of the FBI . 

i 

\ 


L2 
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In each case when you initiate any inquiry or investigatidn of a[visiting 
Soviet-bloc national^ you should obtain from the local Domestic Contact 
Service the nature and extent of CIA interest and all pertinent information 
which CIA has gained or may acquire in the future relating to our internal 
security responsibilities. If you feel that CIA activity conflicts with 
Bureau objectives, yod should so advise the Seat'of Government, clearly 
setting forth your reasons. In this connection; there may be instances 
where continuing CIA pursuit of positive intelligence would conflict with 
the Bureau s discharge of its internal security functions. 

Very truly yours, 

* -Johp Edgar. Hoover 

# 

Director 

' t 



I 

i 


9-28-65 I 

SAC LETTER NO. 65-54 


-6- 









^ ® <*. • © 


. ; V / |p| ^ . •. ^ w 


TOTTED STATES GOVERNMENT 
MEMORANDUM 


* EROM : 
!»*_ •_ 

•SUBJECT: 


Director,. FBI 
+ \ 

■ «, . • 

SAC, Philadelphia • ■ • 

o> - ■ 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGEKfC? - 
DOMESTIC CONTACT SERVICE 
XKFCRMATION CONCERNING 


DATE: 10/25/615* 

seesb« 


He Section (E), SAC Letter 65-54, 9/28/65. 

^ , Philadelphia Office,'Cen¬ 

tral Intelligence Agency”(CIA.) Penestic Contact Service, was • 
contacted on 10/14/65 as directed, in referenced SAC Letter*- 
■ AVV/*£ jadvised he had ,just r-eturned from conferences at his 

'Agency Headquarters in Washington, where he had been advised 
the Bureau was directing its field offices to establish liaison 
with the local offices # of the Domestic Contact Service. I 

'offered his complete cooperation with this office "In mat¬ 
ters of mutual interest. *• «... 

. • • 

Arrangements were perfected wherein.Agents of this 
office making inquiries or investigations of a Soviet-Bloc Na-'- 
tic-nai- can contact' )/An£ Jand he will tllce them in contact 

with the Domestic Contact Service representative handling the 
case, sc that information of’ interest to us can be secured. 

Ar.v information coining to the attention of tfc A Domestic Contact 
Service relating to our internal- security responsibilities will 
be immediately reported to this office. ■ 

^requested, in view of his Agency 5 s r-egu- •* 

1 at ions, that CIA not. be identified as the source in the event 


This document is prepared in response to your request and is not for dissepi^ 
nation outside your Committee . Its use is limited to official proceedings by 
your Committee and the content may not be disclosed to unautlumzed person* 
nel without the express approval of the FBI . 


i 











T 


• . / 

* * 


T. 


"\ 


.'c? • w> -i 




*.* •.« . 


t^O , •*< 3 k ^ 1 


» «m ?V ■*•*■*.• -J*h **f 






•information received* from his office should, he included in c- 
ccmmunication going to anyone outside t jn 0 ^ ex *-i» MAlfi 

was assured that CIA’s, identity in this regard would be full; 
protected. • 


)y Fof?y\hjjoi/ R&lATWt *T.4 Tfr£ 

'iZWroltlr Cov£tf&/) 8jr THS fHH.Aoeip H/ p, 
OFFICE CM &6HB471C Covtalt S&mca 

/V C LOO,VO. e/ ,p £fiovt , ei 


RgUJEST OF THE BUREAU : ' * 

In the'course of future contacts with CIA in these 
cases; it is anticipated that CIA representatives may at times 
request information"relating to Subjects’ background, habits, 
and characteristics, as well as any available photographs. 

' " The Bureau is- requested to advise if it will be per- ■ 
r.issible to orally furnish such background' information to the 
CIA., representative and to furnish copies cf photographs, if- 
they are available. 

• The Bureau is also requested to advise if the establish¬ 
ment of liaison on the field office level with, CIA’s Domestic 
Contact Service envisages the furnishing of reports and letter¬ 
head memos to this Service at the field office level where they 
have a legitimate interest in the Subject. ' • ; 

•I : ! ' 


I : 


** 2 — 
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SAC, Philadelphia 


10/29/65 


Blr^rtbr, IBX 


CE3TE&I* IBIELLIGSSCE AGESCY (CXAJ ' 
DOMESTIC COaSACT SEEVICB • 
XHFoaaiTioa C&aasoiXES 




" Eeference Is Bade to year letter dated 10/25/65* 

The BtErosa has been following a policy of cot disseminating 
Bureau information to the Itouestic Contact Service at a local level* 
Thi 3 policy vill continue unless you are advised to the contrary* 

. 

In the event that the local CIA office desires information 
concerning any subject, such requests should b© directed by CIA to 
Bureau Headquarters* 


This document is 'prepared in response to pour request and is not for d itsn w fc 
nation outside your Committee . Its use is limited to official proceedings by 
your Committee and the content may nut be disclosed to unauthorized person- 
nel without the express approval of the FBI . 
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. WAY 1t4I EDITION 
CJA OEM. MG. NO. 27 


UNITED STATES GuV^^'IMENT 

Memorandum 


■» 


to : Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


J 


FROM : W. C. Sullivan 




DATE: 6/25/70 

AX.L jafORJSATIOH CONTAINED 
EBRRIS £S OHCLASSIOT), . 

pa^uJAaL. b T S fc . ZMmM r' 


SUBJECT: LIAISON WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE ' 


1 


The Director has inquired regarding the nature of 
any liaison existing between the Washington Field Office (WFO) 
and CIA. Limited liaison does exist, being addressed to 
specific operational cases and name checks. 


, WFO, of necessity, is In contact with CIA concerning 

I specific cases in the espionage field. £©r example, 


! 

SPBC/F/C £Y-AMPL£ C.ii/£a/ 


In addition, CIA has a domestic operations office 
in the District which makes name checks with WFO and secures 
background information concerning fbreign diplomatic personnel. 
! No liaison is conducted with respect to policy matters and the 
objective of all contacts is the handling of immediate opera¬ 
tional matters. . / 

ACTION: 


For the Directors information. 





- -* v* '•*•**. s*.,‘ -Aa* 


Thtf document ts prepared m response to your request and is not tor fot n m 
nation outside your Committee. Its me i< limited to official vroZtteS^bi 
your Committee and the content may not be disclosed touna t dhorized Sso£ 
nel without the express approval of the FBI . wmmnzea P erson ~ 
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‘ OUtONAl tot** NO. JO 
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ou 6 ih. etc. no. tr 



UNITED STATES GOVfcPNMENT 

Memorandum 

to : Mr. C. D. DeLoach 

• f 

from s w. c. Sullivan 


DATE: 6/26/70 S' 

■ jfibWv 

,'Alili INFORMATION CONTAINS 
/'HEREIN IS UNCMSSIFIE8 


scans 


SUBJECT: L iAlS0N WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY' (CIA) 
WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE ‘ • * . . 


My attached memorandum, 6/25/70, discussed the 
operational contacts between the Washington Field Office 
(WFO) and CIA's local domestic operations office. Mr. Tolson 
noted "I thought all such contacts were to be handled by 
letter" and the Director said "X most,certainly intended 
the same." We are instructing WFO accordingly. 

It is possible that other field offices have working- 
\level contact with the CIA offices in their territories. If 
Ithe Director desires, similar instructions will be issued to 
{them. 

ACTION ; 

(1) Attached for approval is a letter to WFO 
instructing that all future contacts with CIA are to be 
handled by letter. 

.. • * * 


)Ch 


(2) If the Director desires, an SAC Letter will be 
prepared containing similar instructions, applicable to all 
offices. * 


M. 


;f * \.:.x 


w .• ** **•**. **.•* 'Vs*' • *’* 4 V « •. >. * % 


- •••**-?*‘ ^ ♦. v* 5.. ; .J,. v \ 


This-document is prepared in response to your request and is not for distend* 
nation outside your Committee. Its use if limited to officia^nroeepJi^^h^ 
tmr Committee and the content may not be disclosed dum Jl^d^S^L 
m without the express approval of the FBI . ' umnonsea person* 
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Response to SSC request, Appendix C, Part I 
Item number 9. 
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1 larch 1970 


Mr, J, Jcgar Hoover* 

Ui rector 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
‘dashington, D. C„ 

Dear lir. Hoover: 



i 

Bs^assmED 

w. I^JUZZZ 



'I ask th-t you approve my request to retire from Bureau rorvi.ee 
and, if it is convenient, to have this retirement become effective Aar.il 
* # Ar*' ,L j 

• For several*, weeks 1 have been giving” this matter serious th-ugh*' 
■ since I began questioning my capability to bring ab^ut a better coordin¬ 
ated effort directed against foreign intelligence targets, particularly 
those of the Communist-Bloc, I have always aimed for perfection, but I 
do not find that the desired results are being'achieved. For almost 18 
years I have handled an assignment during a period of turbulent, hectic, 
and controversial developments in the area of Internal Security - U. S, 
Intelligence. It was most challenging., very ^rewarding, but also punish¬ 
ing, Because of this deep involvement I now realise that I have badly 
neglected my responsibilities as a .father and. husband. Hith the tine I 
may have left I would like to give my family the attention it rightfully ' 
:deserves. 


It VJOllJ.il by Jiiobu uiciiiouob'o ox mw ix I dluii'L uoiicuuxi L o:i 1/uw x*o- 

cent events which have led to the severance of direct liaison with tne 
Central Intelligence Agency, Since I have been the principal Bureau ele¬ 
ment in the day to day relations between the organisations, it has been 
my responsibility to anticipate problems, move in on the situation, and 
protect Bureau interests in an efficient and effective mariner, I have re- . 
viewed my position in this latest development, and I certainly ::u:-t share 
|responsibility for the tragic turn of events. I believe that I miaht have 
j employed better perception by following developments in Denver more closely, 
jl deeply regret this. I do not like to fail. I do not like to lose. 

I have*been involved in intelligence operations dating back to 
our S.I.S, history, and I think I can speak with some authority in slat¬ 
ing that never in cur history has this nation been faced with propter se¬ 
curity threats from communist intelligence services who, through no?ice 
state organizations, have developed unusually sophisticated cap-oilities 
to strike at our vulnerabilities of a democratic and free society. A 
continuing and priority.target'of the Bloc is to penetrate and solit or 
disrupt our internal security and intelligence organizations. Contrary to 
the tempo of the times many years ago, there is hardly an intelligence op¬ 
eration or an internal, security case which does not have direct or in •■rcct 
'international ramifications, The course of events and the highly cenacle 
effectiveness of Communist-Bloc intelligence services have- nlr-ccd mcross¬ 
ing burdens on us and have necessitated close working relations with CL\, 
military intelligence services and other agencies. Tne complex a-vV.ro of 
. many cases-, the rapid means of travel end communication, the d-ily cccur- 
cnce of emergency typo political developments in various parts oi tne 
"world have warranted direct liaison v:ith approximately twenty C in. oxime- 
! lals on a daily basis. In addition, there -re about thirty cffi.cnale 


i contacted with lessor frequency. 
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tiers such as 


Intelligence Board and sub-cor.ni'-tecs 'Which covorp^- 

handling ox dofcctcrs, ^cvclonmcnt oj? commiter nrograi.-is, leaks of classi¬ 
fied information and ■■'redaction - of intelligence studies. Our Lo/--l At¬ 


taches have reason,to contact CIA on a regular be sir 


and although 


been a small volume of business, the line of ccmmunioatiop botv;ecn our do¬ 
mestic offices and local CIA representatives has been definitely useful. 
The daily business .with CL\ relates to hundreds of cases pertaining to 
activities* of all, Communist-Bloc services, the Me;: Loft, Black national¬ 
ists, the Communist Party and related org-nizatxons, and- political crises, 

• in areas such as Vietnam, the Middle bast, and la.tin America. Thcoroiic- 
! ally, all .business craild. be handled by rail, but from a oractic-O. sira.d- 
•point such a procedure will lead, to unbelievable chaos. There will be 
J almost insurmountable* obstacles if vie rae to discharge oxir duties .In c 
’responsible manner and if ye are to counter a relentless enemy in the 
interest of national security. Because interests of other agencies -are 
j frequently intertwined with cases involving -the Bureau and CIA, the break 
jin MB I-CIA liaison will adversely affect our liaison with such agencies. 


I think you will share ny alarm over the consequences once the 
word is received by the "troops" in all U'. ,,S. agencies that 1131 and "LA 
no longer have any liaison. Unfortunately, there Vfi.ll be individuals who 
will maliciously distort and misinterpret the true ,facts. V.'ithin a short 
period, there will be stories in the press, and worst of all the Commu¬ 
nist-Bloc services will pick up a choice entree for the promotion of sub- 
tip.. skillful..?nd extremely harmful disruption. I am absolutely convinced 
that the intelligence sex'vices of Great Britain, France, west Germany rad 
others are well penetrated by the Soviets. I can't believe they, the Pi.il- 
bys, the Blokes, the Aimer Hisses were the last of the penetrations. I 
mention this because if such penetrations exist, the break in relations 
between the FBI and CIA will provide a.basis for promoting further rifms. 
This is the first time in our history that such an event has occurred, ar.d 
it is difficult to believe that the enemy will not make every effort to 
reap the greatest profit possible. Briefly, Mr. Hoover, I have too much 
respect for you and our FBI to expose us to a potentially disastrous situ¬ 
ation. 


Although the Denver incident is a blight on the relations be¬ 
tween the FBI and OLA, it would be most unfair of me not to comment on' 
the dedicated and selfless efforts of numerous individuals in CIA who 
strived, for honest and harmonious relations. As a result of their en¬ 
deavors there have been many services performed in behalf of the Bureau 
including notable and outstanding .accomplishments. We have been furnished 
• sources, informants, solid'productive cases, technical advice and equip¬ 
ment, and there have been instances of cooperation which led to substan¬ 
tial saving of Bureau funds.. There also have been examples of alertness 
on the part of CLi employes which prevented Bureau commission of errors 
and -averted embarrassment. Among some of the more significant examples 
of cooperation. I cite the excellent and badly needed assistance of C-LA 
in the Rudolph Abel case. I also refer to the Agency's providing us with 
.one of the better criminal informants we have had in recent years in the 
person of 1 only refer to the foregoing to emphasise .. 

that, if at all possible, we should preserve the good friends and the 
supporters of the Bureau 

It is recopniz 

ulars relating tc examples of peer cooperation and deliberate skuldug- 
^csh. fg r those in CIA v:ho disrupted relations bctv;cen 


ed that one c~n also present a bill of pnrtic- 








'■•'JO. t, jo. npo’.vu.r h f'c* ; 
to:; who c 

at.ivo icio•>, lived 
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\f ro 
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ie rmniros, i^Bn* ere uce 

/» r> 

ere- ' 
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b- ‘1 ‘ 

cvc 

m o::^:u.r 

;->tion 

v:i.Vl vovu’O ti *>b the urns 

roc a 

of 

ti: .c it' 

i * * 

;ib'.io or their influence :i 


" r\ €*■*• 
v K. is 

•nforlvrn 

-■ oi v 

Cl', ni! so believes th"t in 

i/ho 

* 

• iii r* fc 

r^hri;; 

;ht manner, and the Agency 

\vv;i 

o’* • e t*— 

or cjricv 

pneeno 

iou mnv not realize ti*.- 

t 

ic:; 


years ego v:o enjoyed a ,'.'oor reputation umong Oil emnloyes. V.e wore char¬ 
acterized r.s being’devious and there was a decided ^ too sphere oi’ mistrust, 
ilapoily } tint is net ti:c si tu ;\t ior. today, I am confident ■ tl."i you rr. go 
into any segment of Oli, here and'abroad, and you will find th~t Fidelity, 
Bravery, e;id Integrity a-re sincerely related to the FBI, The problems in 
past years nri: ’.a.rily. a res c iron unbelievably poor communication among in¬ 
terested a-rties. T-iis cojruunieation has been greatly improved because cf 
the efforts of many dedicated people. Nevertheless, there is room for 
improvement. In our own Bureau t.eere are numerous officials and employes 
who have little or no knowledge of the background and the principles of 
the National Security Act of 1917 and of the National. Security Council 
Directives. In addition, these same people have a vague conception of 
the objectives and functions of r.n intelligence- organisation. 3i-.il-.rly, 
within CIA there are very many whose conception of -ahe FBI, its juris¬ 
diction, its objectives, its law enforcement character, is shocking at 
times. "Tremendous progress has been made, but it is*not easy to harmon¬ 
iously coordinate the operations of an organization designed to oper-te 
in a clandestine manner with an agency which is basically a lav: enforce¬ 
ment body. Tniio difficulty ie f-,i l-h-ur a;.; : a hod bec."us <3 our reiauj.onshxp 
is still composed of a fragile fabric. One incident potentially can de¬ 
stroy years of constructive effort. 

Mr. Hoover, I respectfully recuest th.-.t you reconsider the 
decision to sever liaison with the Central Intelligence Agency. I appeal 
to you to leave the door open for further deliberation because I am con¬ 
fident this conflict can be satisfactorily resolved. I believe that my 
removal fro:; the scene provides the opportunity to appoint another agent 
who will measure up to your desired capabilities and who will be ab?.e to 
rapidly resolve the problem with a new and fresh approach. It is a good 
time to reexamine our relations with CIA and to make adjustments satis¬ 
factory to you* 

I sincerely regret that this situation arose, since I readily 
appreciate you are burdened with so mmny heavy responsibilities. ft I 
feel that I had a firm obligation and duty to communicate with you be- • 
cause of the very nature of r.y assignment those many years and because 
of my involvement in this controversial case. 

3-jy years with the Bureau gave me mere satisfaction th*n anyone 
can imagine. You would have to know me better to appreciate this. I 
want to assure you that wherever I go or whatever I do 1 will be procured 
to be of service in any cause which involves the preservation of a strong 
and respected FBI. 

Sincerely yours 





? y'i i ( 

Sam Papich is 
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UNITED STATES G ER&MENT 

Memorandum 


/. 


TO 


FROM 


: Mr. Co D, DeLoactt 

. ! W. C. Sullivan 


f 


SUBJECT: 7 RELA ^ I0NSHIPS WIT ® CI A 



date: March 5, 1970 



"Attached is, a memorandum dictated by Special Agent 
Sam J. Papich in response to the Director’s request for the 
identification of the instances Papich had in mind when in 
his retirement request he indicated that CIA "believes that 
in the past we (FBI) did not always ..act in a forthright manner, 
and the agency undoubtedly could present a list of grievances." 


• A list identifying the cases and outlining the problem 
involved has been prepared by’Papichf^nd is attached to the 
memorandum. A review of the 25-page document reveals that it 
contains several instances in which CIA has registered its - 
dissatisfaction and could conceivably renew its complaints, 


-sxrsd r\ 


4-U ~ 


s v:h\nh prf*swnab 1 y. CIA .ha^J no knnwipcjg^ of bureau 


action and has made no complaint. 


\ 


For the Director's further information, I have 
instituted in this Division an analysis of each situation cited 
and a memorandum will'be prepared as 3o'"each, containing my 
views and recommendations as a result of that analysis. This 
is being handled on an expedite basis and the memoranda will*r 
be sent through as soon as possible. 


; This document is prepared in response to your request and is not for dmemi* 
nation outside your Committee. Its use is limited to official proceedings by 
'your Committee and the content may not be disclosed to unauthorized person¬ 
nel without the express approval of the FBI , 


HW 55036 


Docld:32989616 Page 20 




a te 

e>S 4 osh. ^*o. s? 


UNITED STATES G, 


— 1 *. ■ >«» 

O'A OSH. ^o. S? ’ 

. ‘^UNITED STATES Gs jp§\ T M! 

'. Memorandum 


Anient 


secret 


The Director 


date: March 5, 1970 


SUBJECT: RELATIONS WITH CIA 




& <? g sg 
$ p s p 

Si U.i }JJ „ 


from : Sam J. Papich ?su>£a -tf*'4*1**) 

, CECMSpIEDMS P 

SUBJECT: RELATIONS WITH CIA ) 

Reference is made to my letter of 3/2/70. I made the 
statement, "Unfortunately., CIA also believes that in the past 
we did not always act in a forthright manner, and the Agency 
undoubtedly could present a list of grievances." It is ray 
understanding that you want such grievances identified. There 
is enclosed herewith a list of c^ses i>r situations which arose 
js? |§ ^tj^over the years. "* 

g§|p 

. Based upon a review of files and my personal recollectio: 

?i this list would be representative of matters which CIA could use 
eo for making charges such as: not being forthright, not playing 

S rS tf tairly and squarely, not cooperating, not being, of assistance, 
i|opnot recognizing the need for concrete FBI contributions to the 

foreign intelligence effort. What CIA may have compiled over the ' 
years is unknown. What situations are known to CIA and have not 
S^bSutZ}!^ come to our attention cannot be answered at this time. I am 
o £3 a: thinking of leaks including distorted information which may have 

been passed to CIA from ex-Bureau employees and CIA informants 
..and sources ; 

It should be clearly emphasized that there is no 

indication whatsoever within CIA that the Agency has been seeking 

any kind of a showdown or confrontation with the FBI. Contrary 

to what some people may believe, the relationship between the 

two agencies up to the recent crisis was never better despite 

the problems which have arisen from time to time. I am confident 

that a thorough and impartial examination will conclusively 

support the foregoing. 

# • 

In order that there may not^be any misunderstanding, it 
is important to emphasize that the Bureau can also produce an 
extensive list of justified grievances. We can also produce an 
excellent record of support which we have given CIA; presumably 
CIA could do the same. There are ingredients for continuing « 
conflict and there is also adequate machinery for maintaining 
sound working relations and producing badly, needed intelligence 
information. 

. classified by^^: ..... . .._X T natxonalsecurity INFORMATION 

Exempt from^pegory Unauthorized Disclosure 
Date of Dec^ific^nindefini -« FI Subject to Criminal Sanctions 
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Memorandum to th*» Director 

vJPth CIA C'JMl 


RE 5 RELATIONS «H CIA 


I believe that it would be most helpful to you and 
interested Bureau officials when evaluating and passing judgment 
on the attached material if we analyzed very briefly the role 
of the Bureau liaison Agent. A liaison Agent can be a simple 
mail courier or he can be the true Bureau Agent ready to confront 
; any problem or issue with another agency, very often working with 

very limited information.- -It is expected that the Bureau Agent 
: carry out his instructions forcefully and efficiently. He must 

; be prepared to handle all types of personalities under various 

I conditions. He mu'st be alert for pitfalls and express himself 

i in a most judicious and prudent manner but always making certain 

! that the Bureau position is well fortified. 

I 

; In evaluating the attached and my encounters with CIA, 

it should be noted that protests from the Bureau always were 
easy to handle because the Agent had Edgar Hoover behind him. 
However, when an Agent struck at-an official on one day and 
j .solicited his cooperation the next day, it did require some 

resourceful action. It is believed that other liaison Agents 
regularly encounter similar situations. On numerous occasions 
X have'bitterly feuded with CIA officials and this has --included 
;j rough language. I have walked out on CIA officials when I felt 

they were unreasonable. They took the initiative by asking the 
| Agent to return. I did try to play fairly and squarely with all 

of them and never hesitated to accept a confrontation; this include 
i the Director of. the Agency. When! lectured to CIA personnel 

] ^ over the years I always made a point to challenge them to present 

any grievances or raise any subject matter relating to the 
• Bureau. I never left a discussion with any CIA official without 
'being positive that our position was absolutely understood. 

The approaches utilized by me might be open to criticism. I 
can only refer, to the records of the Bureau and CIA and I believe 
the Bureau’s position is most favorable. I don’t think CIA has 
ever transmitted a letter of protest to the Bureau during the 
eighteen years during which the Agent handled the assignment. 

ACTION : 

* •• 

For information. 


6 
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• CASES AND/OR SITUATIONS 
INVOLVING CONFLICTS WITH THE 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 


(I) MOCASE, (THE BORIS MORROS CASE) . 
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This was a sensitive Soviet-espionage case 
which originated in 1943 and terminated for the most 
part in 1957. The case had many wide foreign ramifi¬ 
cations and historically has been, and undoubtedly 
will be, one of the most impprtant.and involved cases 
of Soviet operation^ in this country and abroad. We 
did not disseminate any information of significance 
in this case until 1954. On various occasions when 
the Liaison Agent has become involved in heated argu¬ 
ments with CIA officials, tliey have seen fit to raise 
this case as an outstanding example of FBI failure to 
cooperate with the Agency. The position taken by CIA 
was that it should have been advised regarding the 
Soviet operational activity in foreign countries, 
claiming that the Agency would have had the opportunity 
to develop more information of significance, identify 
Soviet agents, and possibly prepare conditions for 
recruitment or doubling of Soviet operatives. We did , 
not disseminate our reports to CIA because of the ‘ 

extreme sensitivity of the case. We actually did not i 
permit CIA to handle, any investigations relating to >** 
the MOCASE until 1957. 

In 1957, CIA complained that it certainly had 
every right to have received the information earlier 
because many aspects of the MOCASE pertained to CIA 
employees and operations. CIA further argued that it 
had been greatly handicapped in effectively carrying out 
the leads in 1957 because the leads were given to the 
Agency at the same time that the case was publicized. 

The Agency argued that the failure of the Bureau to 
coordinate with CIA those French aspects of the case 
permitted the French, rather than the U . S., to play a 
dominating role in Europe. “ 


lEOBY S&fSliJSS L 


•S&ASSifcYUN: ant .. \ 

ALL K’CMIION COST 
KERE-XH IS UF5LASS ll'SSS 7 1 - 
PUS'S SHOWS Q^S&VTiSu. 


NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 
Unauthorized Disclosure • 

^ Subject to Criminal Sanctions 
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. With regard to dealing with the French, we 

took the position that we would cover the leads through 
our Legal Attaches wherever possible and to furnish 
leads to'CIA in those countries where we did not have 
Legal Attaches. CIA maintained that since we were on 
record that our Legal Attaches dp not handle operations 
abroad, the Bureau had an obligation' to levy those French 
leads on CIA or, at least coordinate with the Agency 
I before going to the French, 

It is to be noted that in any argument relating 
to jurisdiction in this matter,'CIA will fall back on the 
responsibilities placed on the Agency under the provisions 
of the National Security Act of 1947 and the implementation 
of the foregoing through National Security Council Direc¬ 
tives, CIA will maintain that'it is “incumbent upon the 
Bureau to recognize the provisions of the National Security 
Act of 1947 and the Directives. The Agency would argue 
that in the MOCASE. these were ignored by the Bureau. 


( 2 ) S£.t jSlTlVZ. OVC4/V6 _ OP&K4T(e4/ 


I 
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SENSITIVE ONGOING OPERATION (continued from page 2) 
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SENSITIVE ONGOING OPERATION (continued from page 2 and 3) 


(3) THE ABEL CASE 


r *. 


Although CIA has not raised the point for 
several years, the prevailing attitude was, and probably 
still exists, that the FBI did not play it square with 
CIA in the Abel case oy not making certain that the 
Agency was given the proper recognition for its contri¬ 
butions. CIA feels that in the first place," there would 
not have been any U. S. access or availability to the 
source in this case,. • . because CIA took 

the full responsibility for'moving from pL/\CB 

&o the U. S. in 1957. CIA claims it took the risk and 
responsibility of doing this after the Bureau declined 
to become involved in any operation designed to transport 
HA MB to the.U.'S. It should be noted that HA MB 
was an alcoholic and that his first contacts with CIA 
in A cE raised questions concerning AM MB mental 
[stability. 

» After h/A\MS arrived in the U. S., we 

iarranged access to him for a period, the purpose of 
which was to obtain a complete story of his intelli¬ 
gence activities in the U. S. and we were particularly 
interested in identifying all of his associates, es- 
jpecially the man who later was identified as Rudolph 
(Abel. After a short handling period in the U. S., we 
dropped HA MB because he became a problem. It was 
tan extremely critical“situation because we had not yet 
[identified Abel. CIA agreed to take the responsibility 
or the carrying and safeguarding of HA MB but we 


ui.br 
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were given free access to this difficult source. This 
was a most fortunate arrangement 'as far as ’CIA was con¬ 
cerned, because this adjustment gave us the time to work 
With and subsequently develop the leads which 

led'to the apprehension of Abel. The Agency has main¬ 
tained that it was largely responsible for making 
absolutely certain that /SAA)£ was mentally and 
physically prepared for testimony at.the Abel trial. 
/JAMS was a.key witness. CIA has-also referred to 
the heavy expenses incurred by the. Agency, all for the 
benefit of the Bureau'. CIA has complained that the • 
Bureau never really thanked the Agency for its coopera¬ 
tion and CIA has been particularly irked becaused the 
Bureau did not see fit to inform the. Attorney General 
lor the White House of the role played by CIA* 


( 4 ) flhhE of sparser 


t ~. In July , 1953, Senator WAME sought 

lto subpoena MAH£ A VO otLopprriet/ to 

testify before the Senator’s Committee. claimed 

tha t alleged communist activities were clearly 

' 'documented. The most serious allegation was that 

had ZDZNTLFy'INS. &ATA ‘ — - 

All of this was publicized. •-The information set forth 
in the newspapers emanated 'from a Bureau report. CIA 
* planned to charge the Bureau with leaking the information 
. to-Senator Vhn'e . CIA officials held numerous con¬ 
ferences concerning the matter but charges were never 
aade against the Bureau. What information CIA has on 
[Sis “particular item is not known but the Agency did 
know that we maintained .liaison with Committee. 

C 

( 5 ) BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION CONCERNING 

° . . 

T ‘ * 

I ln May, -1954, Allen Dulles raised the question 
concerning the propriety of FBI dissemination of information 
concerning This information had been fur¬ 
nished to us by a former official of the 
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Department of Labor. When interviewed by us, 
made-several accusations against CIA. We .disseminated 
the information to the White House, the Attorney General, 
and some data also went to the State Department. Dulles 
took tbe.position that by disseminating derogatory in¬ 
formation concerning his Agency, he had been placed on • 
the spot because the . data was not the 

complete story.- In the past, CIA informally referred 
to this as an .'instance of very unfair conduct on the part 
of the Bureau. •. 


(6) BUREAU HANDLING OF CIA REQUESTS FOR TOURS 
FOR FOREIGN OFFICIALS 


On occasions in the 1950*s, CIA complained that 
officials visiting the U. S. under CIA sponsorship were 
given excellent treatment on the tour but, nevertheless, 
many, of the visiters left most disappointed because they 
had not had any contact with any Bureau officials. CIA 
felt that contact with Bureau officials had very significant 
benefits and left lasting favorable impressions because of 
the FBI/Js world-wide reputation. CIA also pointed out that 
when foreign visitors had no contact with Bureau officials, 
they were left with the suspicion that there was some kind 
of friction between the FBI and CIA. In 1956, we had a 
clear-cut policy to the effect that tours for such visi¬ 
tors would be of a restrictive nature in that such 
visitors would view our facilities normally seen by the 
public and nothing more. CIA was so informed but 
periodically indicated that our policy prevented the 
kgency from truly enhancing U. S. interests abroad. 
piA never lodged an official complaint. 


t It should beemphasized that for the past several 

I years there would not be any basis for any form c£ complaint 
!with regard to Bureau treatment of foreign officials coming 
I to the U. S. under CIA sponsorship. The personal attention 
I given to such of ficiais by A ff±M£ an< * 

j other officials and Supervisors in the Domestic Intelligence 
Division has been outstanding and benefits have accrued to 
• the Bureau. These visitors have gone back to their native 






i 


mr. t 




lffi -- 55000 —frog fr *: 0 298-»616 Page 28 







k / 


countries with far better impressions than in the 
past. In addition, we have learned more about these 
countries, their services, and their security chiefs 
by spending a few minutes with them. Needless to say, 
this kind, of treatment has also immeasurably helped 
our 'Legal Attaches. 


(7) 




INTEREST 'IN SOVIET ESPIONAGE ACTIVITY 


'Cafe 


In 1965, the{Dutch Internal.Security Service^ ($\ 
was in the process of investigating-individuals in 
^olland/who allegedl^xhad been engaged in Soviet-espionage 
activity. TheJputcSJwanted to have certain J,ndividuals 
in the U. 


S. interviewed and • approached fplAj^zo make 


inquiry a£ the^ureau. At that time,-* our'‘relations 
with.the{DutcKjnad been practically nonexistent because 
the”|l>utcin hadiailed to honestly deal' with us in the 
case of AM aata who had been • 

clandestinely collecting intelligence at the National 
{Security Agency. When{plAjapproached us, we-told 
Kt ie Agencyjpxhat the Dutch could submit their request w / v 
through-diplomatic channels. We subsequently told/CIAJlv 
we would not handle the^interviews for the pu tch^y^We 
stuck to our position. **(£lAvsurrendered bi^)felt that 
we were impairing their efforts to gather information 
^concerning Soviet-espionage activities in Europe. 


(8) -fU/O MAHBJ 


h/AMB 


• . / VB-N T fF/IN 6 

DA TA ' > during World War II, established a 

private intelligence network, operating throughout the 
world but primarily in Europe; His sources included 
any number of European exiles who came to the tJ. S. 
While he was in business, he was financed by the State 
Department, then the Department of the Army, and in the 
later 1940’s and into the 1950’s by CIA. Affi 

established contact wi‘th the Bureau through one of 
his subordinates, tfAHU who periodically called 


-■.mm 
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• on us and furnished information which a felt 
was of interest to us. This dissemination through 
continued during the period of 
relationship with CIA. We never informed CIA that we 
were receiving such information which also was of 
interest to the Agency. It is possible that 
had given the same data to CIA but we do not know. CIA 
and fjfitHE clashed and the relationship was severed 
in an atmosphere of severe bitternes's. In the last . * 
years of its dealings' with ' /the Agency) had . 

successfully penetrated the latter*s organization and 
allegedly had identified many of the sources. CIA 
hinted to the Liaison Agent that it had become aware 
of the relationship between *• organization 

and the Bureau. How much CIA really learned about 
.this relationship is not known but if its penetrations 
were significant, the Agency may havp developed evidence 
to justify a charge that the Bureau had withheld infor¬ 
mation from CIA, particularly when we were receiving 
the data from an organization which was/financed by 
the-Agency?)( 5 ^ 

(9) COMMISSION ON THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 

EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 

t 

(Herbert Hoover Commission.- 1954) 


In October, 1954, a task force of the captioned 
Commission, initiated a survey of CIA*s operations under 
the leadership ci . In MONTH * 1955, 

we were advised by a representative of the task force 
that Senator. had furnished the group a 

list of CIA employees who were considered subversive. 

CIA became cognizant of this development and there was 
talk within the Agency that the Bureau had furnished 
the names to the Senator. When the Liaison Agent was 
informally approached on this, he. flatly told the Agency 
t to officially submit its charges. The Agency never did. 
[ What information CIA may have had on this matter as it 
• pertained to the Bureau is not known. It is possible that 
! the Agency’s attitudejwas strictly predicated on a knowledge 
I that we maintained liaison with the Senator’s Committee. 




i 



(10) INTERNAL SECURITY LEADS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


During the 1950 f s, we gave our Legal Attaches 
numerous leads stemming from internal security cases in 
the U. S.\ In many instances we did not see fit to 
notify CIA although the Agency always maintained that . 
you could not separate "internal Security" from "counter¬ 
intelligence, "•namely a lead in France pertaining to a 
communist in the U. S. warranted advising CIA, if not, 
at least asking the Agency to handle the lead. In the 
last several years, it is not believed that there is 
any basis for complaint since we have regularly been 
notifying CIA concerning subjects of cases who travel 
abroad. If the Legal Attache is investigating,. CIA is 
notified in order to avoid duplicate efforts. There 
have been exceptions where we have taken the position 
that CIA should not be notified because of the sensitivity 
of the matter. How many such exceptions are known to 
CIA cannot be established from our files; however, we 
should bear in mind that ...when otir Legal Attaches inves—. 
tigate, they contact many of the same foreign officials 
normally contacted by CIA. How many of these foreign 
officials are CIA informants,or on the Agency payroll, 
is unknown. 


(11) BUREAU OPERATIONS IN CUBA • *' 


; We operated informants in Cuba when we had a 
Legal Attached Office in Havana. Informants reported 
on activities of communists and other subversives in 
that country. During the period we operated these 
informants, we did not coordinate our operations with 
CIA. We did not advise the Agency that we had such 
sources. However, in 1960, after Castro . came on the 
scene, it became infeasible to handle certain informants 
in a secure manner.. Approval was granted to turn certain 
informants over to CIA.- What these informants may have 
subsequently told CIA about past Bureau operations is 
unknown. This item is being cited in the event CIA had 
evidence to establish^ that we had been operational in 
Cuba and had not coordinated with the Agency pursuant 
to Directives. 
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(12) BUREAU OPERATIONS IN BRAZIL - 




In YSA^ the U. S. Ambassador in Brazil accused 
our Legal'Attache of engaging in uncoordinated covert 
intelligence activity "of a nature which I believe 
exceeds his terms of reference." The Ambassador further 
indicated that.. CIA was unhappy over'the Legal Attache’s 
activities and the Agency allegedly -had told the Ambassador 
that the Legal Attache had disseminated information from 
a source who was a fabricator or a provocator. This 
situation arose as a result of the Legal Attached 
operation of an informant in /Br azi3QftOSome of the 
information that he received from fhe informant was 
of a derogatory nature and related to a (Brazilian) who 
was being touted as a Presidential✓candidate. CIA 
asked for the identity of the 'informa?nt and we told 
the Agency that the person.could not be identified 
because he did not wish that his identity be disclosed. 

This case is being cited because_.CXA may have evidence • 
that we had been operational in^raziT^ had not coordi¬ 
nated pursuant to Directives, and thax the matter was 
further aggravated because of the alleged unreliability 
of the information. 


iD 
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(13) BORDER COVERAGE 


INVOLVES SENSITIVE METHODS AND TECHNIQUES 
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SENSITIVE METHODS AND TECHNIQUES 
* 

(Continued from page 10) 


(14) code mahb 


In May, ySA/? the Buyeau f s'.«double Agent in the 
captioned case was advised by £&is Soviet contact} that he 
was to have a meeting in . 'during the period 

~ 0 /rT £ A question arose as to whether CIA 

should De informed concerning rne aouole Agenn ; s Travel 
to It was recommended and approved that we 

not advise CIA, 


<0 


What is important here is that CIA established 
contact with our double agent at one point. The Agency 
may have had further contact without our knowledge. _The 
Agency may have also picked up the contact with the(Soviej^(50 
in The case is being highlighted since we 

cannot exclude the possibility that the Agency has evidence 
to demonstrate that we were operational in pL£■ and we 
did hot coordinate with the Agency. 


(15) CIA BEQUESTS FOR BUREAU LECTURE ON COMMUNISM IN THE U. S. 


4 

\ 


X 

\ 


On September 25, 1958, CIA inquired if yAH6 
could give a lecture on the communist movement 
In the U» S. It was recommended that HAmg give the 
lecture. Such lectures were being afforded in other parts 
Of the Government. The Director made the notation "We 
cannot make available to this outfit." The 

Agency accepted this as an affront and a blatant refusal 


r-; 
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to cooperate on a most important subject of interest 
to both agencies. 


(16) CASE OF MPrME ' . 

' t> - ’ 

On July 9, an official of the State 

Department -confidentially*advised the Bureau that 

a CIA employee in ptAC£ , had been 
involved in an affair with a .girl. According 

to allegedly had furnished information 

to the po/jei&v girl. We checked with the State Department 
and CIA and we confirmed f . involved in 

an affair and that he had been, recalled. According to 
CIA and State Department, there was.no indication that 

involved in any espionage against the 
U* S. CIA gave consideration to requesting the Bureau 
to identify its source and then changed its mind.' 

Whether CIA has documented this as an instance where 
the Bureau failed to cooperate by not volunteering the 
source is a matter of conjecture but,- it is a case that 
should be kept in mind. 


(17): of CASB 


In April, 1963, we became.-involved with CIA in 
that Agency.*^ efforts to collect sensitive information 
relating ?£/$*/ Governments intentions to conduct 

espionage agkinst the U. S. r ClA had access to a sensitive 
source, MArh£ L who was in a position to make 

available highly important fpjfl&ft^documents. On April 11, 
1963, CIA informed us that "our Legal Attache in PiAc€ had 
locally contacted . CIA concerning this matter. CIA Head¬ 
quarters was highly disturbed because its office in PLA 
had not been cut in on this operation and the Agency wanted 
to be informed regarding the nature and the extent of our 
dissemination of CIA information to our Legal Attache. We 
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determined that' the Legal Attacks had made inquiries in 
Pi Ac£ in response to leads which had been sent from Bureau 
'Headquarters.- This matter is being highlighted because 
it was a vitally important operation to CIA and the Agency 
. , hadreceived indications that information had been leaked 
Q to..authorities^v-We have no evidence or reason to 
" believe that the Legai- Attache Office ever involved itself 
in any such leak. However, we should not, under any cir- 
. curastances, discount the fact that CIAiGjas penetrated 
vy/S0#£/&4/ servicesrand ha-s-had access, to sensitive information 
in Place Th I &Jpaave always had an outstanding cap- 
■*. ability of tapping phones and installing microphones in 

Y j^4.AC6 Such coverage on U. S. officials, including their 
residences, should never be excluded.‘ The information we 
bad conveyed to .^ur Legal Attache possibly may have been 
acquired by the|j£/?£/£/^through clandestine coverage. CIA 
possibly could charge fas with handling their sensitive 

• information in an insecure mariner by'transmitting it to 
'without conferring' with the Agency. > - A .. 

In connection with alleged/^^/rvjcspionage 
activity in the U. S., CIA has- never .oeen, satisfied with 
the efforts made by the Bureau. - The Agency ppssibly could 
take the position that we looked lightly at the allegations 
and did not pursue a matter which, in their eyes,. merited 
a more aggressive approach. 

/Y JFor some time, CIA hag, held to,a position that 

Y Intelligence Service^. ^is penetrated by 

' theMovietsT^ s )The Agency has pointed out that if the0o/?£/C.//' 
are collecting sensitive information in the U. S., tne ’ r ~ 
product is ’ending up in(iJoscow^)In January,. 1964^.. we <4 

reviewed the status of our investigation Intel-> * 

ligence activities in the U. S. The Director commented 
"I think this whole thing has been imaginary on the part 
of CIA which has been played as a sucker by /JAME 
I would waste no more time on it at least until all CIA 
restrictions are removed." CIA did impose restrictions 
by not permitting us to.pursue certain leads because it 
feared that its sensitive source would be jeopardized. 


.c ■ 


Ntf 55036 Dodd: 32989616 Page 35 









(18) LEAKS TO THE '"NATIONAL REVIEW" - 1959 


In April, 1959, CIA became concerned over the 
appearance of certain items in issues of the "National 
Review .'* The publication carried a column authored by. 
an unidentified individual who was making derogatory 
1 references to .CIA. CIA subsequently identified the 
\ author as yVAAf/g- a former CIA employee. CIA 

\ investigation indicated that ■ was obtaining his 

information from former CIA Agents. In checking on 
CIA identified some of his friends who were 
listed as u . former member of the Senate 
Internal Security Subcommittee; and t/AfiG former 

Assistant to the Director. The Liaison Agent was unable 
to develop any additional information as it might have 
a pertained to in this.particular matter. CIA 

\ may have additional data not revealed. 

1 

(19) TRAVEL OF BUREAU INFORMANTS TO CUBA 


In September, 1965, we received information 
indicating that one ctf our informants on the Mexican border 
was in a position to travel- to Cuba. A question was raised 
concerning CIA interest in this matter, if the informant 
made the trip. It was recommended and approved that we 
not advise CIA concerning the identity of the informant 
or his trip to Cuba. 

It is not known if CIA acquired any knowledge 
but, if the Agency did, we potentially are vulnerable. 

The Agency could charge that- we were operating outside 
of the U. S. and we failed to coordinate with the Agency. 


(20) DISSEMINATION OF CIA INFORMATION IN A BUREAU MONOGRAPH 


By letter dated May 5, 1965, we disseminated to 
interested agencies, including CIA, a copy of a monograph 
entitled "Communism in the Dominican Republic." The mono¬ 
graph contained considerable information which had emanated 
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from. CIA.. We did not obtain clearance from CIA for 
the inclusion ofthis information in our monograph. 
Clearance approval was not obtained because of the 
urgency of the document. CIA was irritated because 
it considered our action a distinct violation of the 
third agency rule. The Agency never made any protest. 

(21) BUREAU INFORMANTS IN • ‘ 


In 1966,and 1967, we were operating informants 
in e At the inception of our operational ac¬ 

tivity, CIA was not informed.. In one case, we finally 
were able to effect the necessary arrangements with CIA 
whereby the Bureau would be permitted to run the informant 
in pkht-G . In -the second instance, we established an 
agreement with CIA in October,’ 1967/-••that we could con¬ 
tinue handling an informant in \ with the under¬ 

standing that the Bureau Agent, on the occasion of each 
visit, would ccsnfer with Gfhe local CIA officii on political 
information collected from tne informant;. These two cases 
had all the makings of a conflict. CIA was qnder the 
definite impression that we had been running these 
informants before wejtiad finally coordinated with them. 

(?) It is true that [jheqJmA Chief} in ACB was much 

incensed but.no issue was made at CIA Headquarters and 
the matter was put to rest. 

CIA may have developed concrete evidence that 
we were operating in bearing in mind that in 

a plage such as />4 Ac 6 . , it would not be difficult 

for a CIA intelligence officer to spot an FBI Agent in 
contact with fo IfBi&uZfcs . Our potential vulnerability is 
that we were operating in /»Aac.£ without coordinating 
with CIA. 

( 22 ) 


/ 

x- * 


C UftREf/T o £i/5i7il/£ 
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CURRENT SENSITIVE OPERATION - 
Continued from page 15 


(23) HARRASSMENT OF CIA 

■"*.“.~ ' ' . * 

* e ♦ 

By letter dated November l5, 1967, CIA inquired 
if the Bureau would check the toll calls on the home 
telephone of one who was harrassing 

CIA in the Miami area. MAH6 allegedly was seeking 
information concerning the Agency's covert operations. 

-We told CIA that we would not check the toll*calls. We 
explained that on the basis of the information received, 
there was not sufficient information to justify investigation 
falling within theBureau's jurisdiction. CIA accepted 
our response but There is ho doubt that the.Agency 
characterized our position as a concrete example of 
. refusal to help a sister agency with a problem relating 
to the security of U« S. intelligence operations. 


(24) ZjtfMJlWg. PaciwgA'r _ 

• « 

CIA became very irked when we restricted 
dissemination of our Q&c vMSVT to 

two copies for the Agency. CIA took the position with 
‘the Liaison Agent- that CIA always has been most liberal 
in providing the Bureau with as many copies as we needed 
• when it involved various types of CIA material. The 
Agency never made an 6 fficial issue of this matter. The 
Liaison Agent is confident that CIA always considered this 
* an uncooperative gesture on our part. 
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SECRET. 


(25) ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAISON WITH 

/DUTCH INTERNAL SECURITY SERVIcf?- 1960 


. In,januaryy 1960, our Legal Attache, 
traveled to/Eollancjpior the purpose of ex ploring arrange¬ 
ments for liaison with appropriate jI)utQh}*authorities. 

A/AMB. raised questions, Jgbii^ing out that over 

the years, all- relations with the Dutch authorities had 
been handled through Cl£T)wHe indicated that before there 
was any change in procedure, it would be necessary for 
CIA and FBI'to come to some form of an agreement. Allen 
Dulles subsequently expressed disappointment in that his 
Agency had not been contacted by the' Bureau prior to 
exploring the l,iaison arrangement. We eventually conferred 
with' CIA and came to an agreement satisfactory to all 
parties concerned.* ■' * , 

! Again, CIA could cite this £s an instance where . 

we failed to coordinate with the Agency in line with 
National Security Council Directives. 


In the latter part of 1959 we gave consideration to 
establishing a Legal Attache in .Copenhagen, Denmark. The 
purpose of the assignment was to follow Bureau leads in 
Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Holland. We did not inform 
CIA of our intentions. 


(26) BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
INFORMATION TO FOREIGN SERVICES - J>AT& 


By letter dated r , CIA raised 

questions concerning the propriety of Bureau dissemination 
-fof counterintelligence information to foreign intelligence 
;services. CIA, at that time, had particular reference to 
. information which our Legal Attache had transmitted to the 
rjhf?£/c£i Intelligence Service concerning k&B operations. CIA 
^ftook ’the position that, pursuant to the coordinating 


Qf mi 
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Directive, the'Bureau was obligated to coordinate with 
CIA prior .to such dissemination. The particular data 
had emanated from one of our sensitive Fo/ffi/w sources 
C. 0 Q 6 tSAMg We responded to CIA by stating that the 
information was the product of an internal security 
operation and did not relate to any operational activity 
abroad, CIA again surrendered. The Agency could argue 
; - .that it w&s -responsible for following Soviet matters 
yj ' with the^^ffte^:intelligence Service and that we had an 
obligation'of ""coordinating with the Agency*. 


(27) 7 * f TLB Of 1 ’ BOCK authored by 

_ 

* ' ^ 

In August, 196.3, we deceived information indi¬ 
cating that Ain the process of gathering 
material for a book pertaining to activities of U. S. 
intelligence activities s . A contacted 

the Bureau. It was recommended that liaison orally advise 
CIA that preparing a book con¬ 

cerning U. S. intelligence agencies. The Director, noted 
"I see no reason doing so." 

It is not known if- CIA was aware of the contact 
with the Bureau. /W7W#A subsequently published the 

. ' book which contained extremely derogatory information 
concerning CIA. 


(28) COMMUNIST ACTIVITIES - AFRICA 


In April, 1960, CIA inquired if the Bureau would 
give any consideration to assisting the Agency toward 
developing coverage in Africa. CIA was looking for the 
services of any Negro informant who might be available. 

The Agency also inquired about placing a Negro in the 
Communist Party, USA, under a plan which would have as 
an eventual objective/ the sending of the informant to 
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[Africa under an appropriate cover and for an extended 
period. We told CIA we had no informants available 
because they were necessary for our own operations. We 
took the position that we saw no benefit to be gained by 
loaning an informant on a short or long term basis. 

« - This item is.being mentioned because Africa 

has become vitally important to U'. S„. interest, bearing 
in mind that both the Soviets and Chinese Communists have 
made significant inroads into the area. CIA could argue 
that as early as 1960, it had the foresight to recognize 
the need for additional coverage, that it appealed to the 
Bureau for assistance, a'nd that we did not cooperate. 


* ' «, ' J ' 

9 

(29) ADVISING THE WHITS HOUSE REGARDING CRITICISM 
OF INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS - EUROPE 


By letter dated October 23, 1964, we furnished 
the White House information received by our Legal Attache 
from the : He was critical 

of intelligence operations in Europe and made particular 
reference to the overstaffing of personnel. 

We do not know if CIA became cognizant of the 
. ’ existence of the Bureau letter bearing in mind that the 
Agency undoubtedly would have considered the document as 
relating to.its operations. We do know that for several years 
CIA personnel have been assigned- to the White House and had 
access to considerable information. 


(30) THE PRESIDENTS FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE ADVISORY 
BOARD AND JOHN MC CONE 


In May, 1963, we became embroiled with CIA in a 
rather critical conflict as a result of communication the 
' Bureau sent to the Presidents Foreign Intelligence Advisory 
Board. The matter dealt with consideration that might be 
given to increasing wire taps on diplomatic establishments. 
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In a portion of' our communication, we attributed cer¬ 
tain-information to McCone, then Director of CIA. He 
charged that the information attributed to him was not 
so because he. had never made any such statement and he 
could prove it. The actual fact was that the information 
relating to McCone had been given.to us by one of his 
subordinates who had indicated that the information- 
originated with McCone. McCone maintained that we 
should have checked with him before *we went on record 
that any information had.originated -with him. The 
record at the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory 
Board was subsequently corrected. 


(31) ALLEGED PENETRATIONS OF CIA 


. In February, 1965, Bureau representatives met 
with CIA officials and with /i/AA/£' to discuss 

allegations made by _ a Soviet defector, relative 

to alleged Soviet penetrations of CIA. was 

interviewed in detail concerning these allegations.' By 
letter dated February 26, 1965, we officially advised CIA 
that there appeared to be no basis at this time for a 
full investigation of the individuals involved. 

V 

There are ofH cials in CIA who continue to be 
. * seriously concerned about possible penetrations of the 
' ' Agency and have not discarded Aallegations. 

We do not have any reason to believe that CIA 
has developed any substantive evidence to support 
allegations. If it does, we could be vulnerable and could 
be charged that we did not cooperate and conduct the 
necessary investigation in 1965. 

(32) VICE PRESIDENT NIXON'S TRIP TO SOUTH AMERICA - 1958 


j In 1958, Vice President Richard M. Nixon traveled 

• to Latin America during which time there were numerous riots 
|and attacks which were directed against the Vice President 
jand his party. By letter dated May 16, 1958, we provided 
the Vice President with a summary of information which we 
bad received concerning the events in Latin America relating 
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to the trip. Most of this information came from CIA. 

Our letter could be interpreted as raising the question 
concerning the quality of CIA's coverage in Latin America. 

•.It is not known if CIA ever became knowledgeable 

of the referenced communication. As already indicated, 

we do know that CIA personnel have been assigned to the 

White House. We also know that ' MAME fltwb 

TiTLB . CIA, .wa.s attached to Vice 

President Hixon’s staff. 

* 

• If CIA is cognizant of the communication, the 

Agency technically could raise 'a question concerning a 
violation of the third agency rule and, furthermore, 
could question the Bureau’s propriety of making reference 
to CIA's coverage -in Latin America*- 

(33) of SojsjfcT ' 


The captioned individual” is a criminal infor¬ 
mant whom we have been utilizing to very significant advan¬ 
tage in New York City. He has been the source of valuable 
criminal intelligence and has been a key witness in 
prosecutions of cases being handled by the Bureau. We 
acquired access to through CIA. A covert CIA 

operator in New York City had become acquainted with 
//ahE saw his potential as a source of criminal intelligence, 
‘ ' and then conferred with as am a CIA. //AAf6 

contacted- the Bureau Liaison Agent and asked if the Bureau 
was interested, liegotiations were initiated and we 
subsequently acquired the services of yAME Although 
the Agency has never officially made any statement to us, 
it has been bitterly disappointed that the Bureau never 
. acknowledged CIA's assistance which the Agency considered 
extremely valuable. 

(34) EXCHANGE OF TECHNICAL INFORMATION 


• Por many years, we maintained tight restrictions 
•. with regard to the exchange of technical information with 
CIA, particularly as it related to the technical surveillance 
field. CIA exhibited its equipment to us but, for many years, 
we declined to show any of our devices, with some exceptions. 
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CIA never made any official protest but informally 
, indicated from time to time that the lack of exchange 
in this highly important field was prejudicial to over¬ 
all intelligence and internal security interests. The 
Agency implied that we actually were more open with the 
British in this general area than we were with CIA, 

. , It should be noted that the foregoing situation 

does not exist .today. There is good exchange between the 
Bureau and CIA, 

♦ * 

(35) CIA LECTURERS AT BUREAU TRAINING SCHOOLS 


CIA has never been able to understand why the 
Bureau will not permit CIA personnel to lecture at Bureau 
schools or training courses, CIA has felt that through 
a careful selection of lecturers, thp Agency could make 
a very valuable contribution both to "the Bureau and to 
CIA. The Agency has indicated that its participation in 
some of our courses would give the Agency the opportunity 
to describe CIA's organisation, objectives, and operational, 
problems. Furthermore, it has been expressed that Bureau 
personnel could be given the opportunity to jfose questions 
and there would be a far better over-all orientation on 
the part of our people. 

The Liaison Agent-has always resisted CIA's 
request. It has been a delicate matter to handle because 
Bureau personnel have lectured to hundreds of CIA employees. 

(36) EXCHANGE IN THE TRAINING FIELD 


Although CIA has never officially made an issue 
of the matter, the Agency has- not been happy about our 
attitude concerning exchange of information in the training 
field. When the matter has been brought up for any discussion 
by CIA, the Agency has been discouraged. CIA informally has 
expressed the feeling that an exchange along certain guide¬ 
lines could be most useful to the U. S. intelligence and 
internal security effort. 
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(37) POSITIVE INTELLIGENCE 


This is an area where discussion with CIA 
officials can rapidly generate criticism of the Bureau 
for failure to cooperate and offer the necessary assis¬ 
tance. Positive intelligence, briefly, is that information 
which might assist the U. S. Government in formulating 
foreign policy.. Much' 1 of it is of a 'political nature, and 
a vital portion pertains to scientific developments, military 
capabilities of foreign countries, and intentions of foreign 
countries. Positive intelligence is not only important 
as it concerns the communist-bloc countries but also 
the non-bloc nations * 

There never has been., any 'lav, Directive, or 
Executive Order which has fixed the Responsibilities for 
the clandestine collection of positive intelligence in 
the U. S. The Bureau does have a responsibility which 
we refer to as internal security and which falls into the 
accepted area of counterintelligence. We do investigate 
subversive spys, and we develop penetrations of foreign 
intelligence services. Our work in the positive intelli¬ 
gence field, for the most part, has been restricted to 
the compliance of requests imposed upon us by the State . 
Department, usually when a political crisis occurs in 
some country. 

# 

• CIA has maintained that there is a tremendous 
unexplored field for expanded acquirenent of positive 
intelligence in the U. S. This would mean vastly increased 
technical surveillance coverage,' development of informants, 
and collection of cryptographic material. CIA does not 
feel that we have aggressively moved on this particular 
subject and that over the years, the Agency has been 
thwarted in its attempts to do much about the problem. 

In 0AT& > CIA requested the Bureau to 
install technical surveillances at the. offices and temporary 
(sD residences of' two J£oR£/Ca7) Government officials visiting the 
U. S. Pursuant to instructions, CIA was told to seek the 
' authority of the Attorney General. The Directpr stated 
that he did not want CIA utilizing FBI as a channel. 






I 



j In the same month, CIA inquired if the Bureau 
would reestablish technical surveillance coverage on 
A/fyMZ who CIA felt was a key figure in the 

transmittal of scientific intelligence data to the 
•{- Intelligence Servic“$^ : We declined to reinstitute 

’V the coverage. CIA considered the matter important because 
of it's relationship to the _ 

On October 21, 1969, we told CIA that future 
requests from.CIA for, technical surveillance coverage 
should be transmitted by the Agency directly to the 
Attorney General. 

CIA has never made any official comment or 
protest but it has considered the afore-mentioned action 
by the Bureau as unfriendly and uncooperative. The Agency 
has looked to the .Bureau ; as the lqgical point of contact and 
as the only organization having the ^sources and capabilities 

of adequately determining if such coverage is even feasible. 

* • • 

(38) MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 


The Liaison Agent- recalls fragments of other 
situations or conflicts which occured over the years and 
which resulted in the voicing<of CIA displeasure or criticism. 
The Agent cannot recall the .names of the cases which is 
necessary to acquire the required data. There was one 
• instance early in the 1950's which involved information 
received from a source of unknown reliability charging 
Allen Dulles with having been a communist and a spy while 
in Europe..- We disseminated the information to several 
agencies. Dulles exploded but never lodged a protest. 

The Agent also has recollection of instances when 
CIA alleged that its source or informant was compromised by 
Bureau revelation of CIA information during the course of 
interviews conducted by us. Technically, this would be a 
violation of the third agency rule and, if CIA had hard 
core facts, we would be vulnerable, particularly if an 
important informant was lost. CIA never made any official 
issue or protest. 
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There also have been instances, but cases 
cannot be recalled, where we included CIA information 
in Bureau reports but CIA had requested that the information 
not be passed outside of the Bureau. CIA never protested. 
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UNITED STAThSHi* ;v v 

: Memorat. #'?2 


I 


date: March 11, 1970. 



to : Mr. C. D„ DeLoach 

FROM : W. C. Sulliva& 

9 

•w/iyilt 

SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

’*■”**' ******* r 

Reference my memorandum 3/9/70•recommending that a 
letter be, directed to CIA outlining the elements of intelligence 
and counterintelligence work affecting the United States. 

Purpose of this letter is to prot ect Bureau by giving CIA_a ? 
cjiance to make any comments it may have concerning current 
use..of sources and facilities affecting both Bureau and CIA. 
. pirector in structed ’’Prepare same and let me see it.” 

"We have prepared letter to CIA Director Helms in 
line with the foregoing. Letter cites agreement or so-called 
"ground rules” drawn up between Bureau and ClA in 'January, 1966, 
with regard to coordination of FBI-CIA efforts in collection 
of positive intelligence in Lu« United States. At ‘••hat time 
Vice Admiral Raborn was -head of CIA and we are en£.lo.sing_a 
copy of the 1966 agreement for Mr. Helms* attention. 

In letter we have also pointed out the Bureau’s 
primary responsibility concerning internal security of the 
.United States and for conducting counterintelligence operations 
here. We have noted that while the Bureau has no statutory 
responsibilities concerning collection of foreign intelligence, 
we have made a concerted effort to obtain positive intelligence 
of value to other U.S. agencies and policy-making officials 
and have regularly furnished the product to CIA and other 
interested agencies. Letter invites any observations Mr. Helms 
may desire to make after reviewing tjAls matter, including the 
1966. agr eement. 

I : ’ ’ *. . ' ' 

A copy of the 1966 "ground rules ’* betw een C IA and the 

' ~ 1 ’re'etfor' s 
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Bureau is', attached to this memorandum for the 
Information. 


! 

ACTION 


f 


-!• 


If the Director approves, tftg" attache d let ter to- Helms 
should go forward. ^ 


SECRET MATERIAL ATTACHED 
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January 19, 1966 
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Honorable Richard Helms . 
Director 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Helms:' 



" As I am sure/you will agree, the need fpr close 
coordination_of the^htellj-gence-gathering anc^counter- 
Tntell’igerice efforts of ~the^ FBI arid the_’Cehtrai~ Intelligenee 
Agency (CIA) is self-evident. This matter is one which 
’requires a continuing analysis to assure that both agencies 
have established working agreements whereby we can most 
• effectively realize positive results with a minimum of 
duplication, mispldced effort, and jurisdictional problems. 


During January, 1966, representatives of this 
Bureau met with officials of 'the CIA to consider coordina¬ 
tion of our mutual efforts in the collection of positive 
intelligence in the.United States. As a result of these 
conferences, a set of ground rules was drawn up and agreed 
to by both agencies. A copy of this agreement was transmitted 
•in my letter of February 7, 1966, to then CIA Director 
Vice Admiral William F. Raborn, Jr. A copy of the agreement 
is enclosed for your information. This agreement has proven 
generally effective and no major problems have been 
.^encountered since ,its adoption in the areas it covers. 

*-• • The FBI has primary responsibility with regard to 
matters involving the internal security of the United States 
as well as for conducting counterintelligence operations in 


NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATIO! 
Unauthorized Disclosure 
Subject to Criminal Sanctions 
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this country. While this Bureau does not have any statutory 
responsibilities with regard to the collection of foreign , 

intelligence, I have always recognized that the potential 
for the .development of such intelligence in this country is 
considerable. The FBI has, in fact, made a concerted effort 
to obtain positive intelligence of value to other U. S. 
'--intelligence agencies, including the CIA, and policy-making 
officials of the Government. While these efforts have, 
of course, been incidental to our main internal security 
and counterintelligence responsibilities, we have on a 
selective-basis developed sources, both live and technical, 
providing coverage at key foreign establishments in the 
United States. The product of this coverage has been furnished 
on a regular basis to the CIA and other interested agencies 
and officials o£ tha Government.. 

I know that you will share my belief that this 
matter requires a periodic reexamination to assure that the 
national security interests continue.to be served in the 
most effective and complete manner possible. After reviewing 
, this matter, including the attached 1966 agreement, I-^would 
welcome any observations you may desire to make. 

Sincerely yours, ) 

t * X. Edgar Hoover 


i 

! 

i 

i 

j 
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. UNITED SI/VIES GQV FOMENT 

T Memoramum ^pET 


*• The Director 


DATE: 3/13/70 


NATION 

j*W 


? rom : sa Sam Papich r jinrirernriroy* J CIA HAS P?0 OBJECTION TO 

• smnsyjy® g yj fj KZZS^ decu^sifIW^ Aid/or, 

• . 1. «U/V7a 1^7 ' . RELEASE Of CHA ftifcfiitflATIC 

;ubject>/ RELATI0NS ' with ci ^ , * INTHISDOCU^lJiyiwnssi 

--—--—--• »//i/n ^ ■ 

I ^ 

! Reference is made to my letters.dated March 2 and - 
March 5, 1970. In my letter of March 5, j.970, I stated "it 
is important to emphasize that, the Bureau can also: produce J 

an extensive list of Justified grievances;".' It is my. under- 
standing, that the Director desired that" this list be identified. 
Enclosed herewith, is.a list of approximately 75 items;- 

This list should not be considered absolutely complete. 
Preparation was predicated on my personal recollection and a 
review of Bureau records. To make this list more complete and 
specifically accurate would necessitate the review of thousands 
of files. The enclosed list can bo by Bureau records. 

WK *% +• f*Y A MM i.U - . ji. f . - 9m* m 

M% * v v *** * vtu a wj. m ww«# wii wii& iaalAG X tciYtb Xsb uu&iiuwii c * AXiXS 

also must be kept in mind in connection- with our- evaluation 
of the alleged CIA grievances which I previously listed. 

•I realize that it is presumptuous on my part, but - 
if the Director feels that our Bureau work can benefit by a * 
personal discussion between the Director and myself, I am 
available until April 3, 1970. I plan to leave the area i 

immediately thereafter for an extended period. . ~ — 


ACTI&K: 


For information. 


Enclosure 


I'I'h* 

Classified!^ 

Decte&tfon- 




7f£\ 


.CIA. 




a a .a _r 






national security .information 

Unauthorized disclosure. 

Subject to Criminal Sanctions 

k " 4 
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LIST OF BUREAU GRIEVANCES 


XJlia§sS0y 


1. ATTACKS AGAINST-BUREAU 


'LA c.6 


■ 1951) 


. Although Agent Papich did not begin handling Liaison 
with CIA until 1952, it is important to refer to highly signi¬ 
ficant differences with CIA which culminated in a serious 
conflict in the Fall of 1*951. Our Legal Attaches in 
and f*LACB reported that CIA representatives were attacking the 
Bureau, were endeavoring to place us in an unfavorable light, 
were questioning our jurisdiction, and were making disparaging 
remarks, concerning-the Bureau. Some of this was summed up by 
characterizing it as covert'hostility within CIA, stemming . 
largely from disgruntled former employees of the FBI. 

, * ft 

In October, 1951, General Walter BeddS'l Smith, then 
Director of CIA, asked to meet with, the Director and other 
Bureau representatives for the purpose of discussing the 
existing differences. General Smith denied that there was any 
covert hostility sga-ir»«.t. the Bureau and maintained that there 
was a general feeling of respect for us. He admitted that 
there had been isotaxed instances of 'friction for which CIA 
must accept its share of responsibility.* 

It is my recollection that the Director and other 
. Bureau officials did meet with General Smith, at which time 
guidelines were set'forth for maintaining future relations 
between the tw r o agencies. I was not able__to find a memorandum 
of record covering this meeting. 


2. PROSELYTING OF BUREAU PERSONNEL BY CIA 

The Agent clearly recalls that early in the 1950*s 
Ire encountered difficulties with CIA because the Agency allegedly 
was recruiting Bureau-employed personnel. We vigorously pro¬ 
tested, and. subsequently the Agency advised that it would follow 
a policy of not having ’any contact with a Bureau employee until 
the individual had been separated from the Bureau for a period 
of at least thirty days. The Agent could not locate the back¬ 
ground of this matter in the files reviewed by him. It is pos¬ 
sible that the pertinent information lies in the personnel file 
of some former Bureau Agent. 


rw OBJECTION TO 
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3» /t/Ah£: 


By letter dated May 19, 1954, we protested to CIA 
for the manner in which the Agency handled the case of the 
captioned individual, a poQ&fc//' defector who had been placed 
under CIA- control in . The Bureau had been interested 

in interviewing A/A-ta? as soon as he came- to the United States, 
-arid this had'been agreed.to by CIA. Without notifying-or 
'Consulting With us, CIA permitted MAMG to arrive in the 
’United States ajid be placed in the hands of a Congressional 
committee. We were., therefore, unable to interview the subject 
.in any detail. •• 

■N * 

4 ;. CIA EVALUATION 0F~ £jOCA£6 * 

In February, 1954, we complained to CIA because the 
Agency had evaluated information coming iron the key source 
in the captioned case as emanating' from a. fabricator. We had 
disseminated certain foreign intelligence information originat¬ 
ing in this case to CIA. The source was a key double agent 
in. one 01 xhe most important cases handled by the Bureau. and 
the CIA evaluation was no l proper ~or con as Jiai as n*c N73Z 3 
concerned. * .* 


5. CASE OF /JAME • * 

a CIA employee whom that Agency con¬ 
sidered to be a communist penetrat-ion. The Agency requested- 
an. investigation which was then initiated by us. We subsequently 
learned that CIA had been conducting its own investigation which 
even included^technical surveillance coverage on the subject, 

‘We considered this most uncooperative and ve protested. 


avP cccvPAT/t>y 

defected to the communists f*LArC£ £)ATE , A 
few weeks before his defection, he came to the United States 
under CIA sponsorship. He was afforded a four of the Bureau 
and he. briefly met the Director. 


is believed that if all available facts were col¬ 
lected, the evidence would strongly indicate that CIA did a very 
ineffective job of assessing WAM& permitting the 

United States Government to be embarrassed by even promoting 
a visit for him to this country. We could consider this instance 
•* -• an affront to the Director and the Bureau. 


4 
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CASE OF POLISH SEAMEN - DEFECTORS - 1954 


i 


V 


By letter dated October 13, 1954, a;very strong letter 
Of protest was sent to v * ! * Interagency 

Defector Committee at CIA. This letter made reference to 
political asylum which was being considered for certain Polish 
sailors who had been seized by the Chinese Nationalist Government. 

disseminated a memorandum indicating that members 
of the Committee had agreed that in view of commitments made 
by the United States and Chinese officials, that failure to 
arrange re-entry for the Polish seamen would have an adverse 
effect on the over-all United States Defector Program. Y/e 
emphasized to that this matter had never been 

officially presented before the Defector Committee. He was 
informed that his action was not conducive to mutual cooperation. 

8, CIA INTERVIEW? OF ALIENS IN THE UNITED STATES - DISCUSSION 
WITH ALLEN DULLES SEPTEMBER 27, 1955 __ 

On September 27, 1955, the Liaison Agent met with 
Allen Dulles, at which time the CIA Director*s attention was 
referred to a - matter -hioh had not yet developed into ?. serious 
situation but if not properly followed could ieaa to confliuta 
between the two agencies. Dulles was referred to the contacts 
of aliens in the United States made by CIA personnel without 
first obtaining the necessary clearance from the Bureau. The 
requirement for such clearance was.clear-cut and pursuant to. an 
established agreement.__' 


—Lw'* 


9. CIA APPROACH OF A NATIONAL ACADEMY GRADUATE (1955) 

In November, 1955, an incident arose when CIA approached - 
a National Academy graduate to utilize his servicesfTn. GuateraalaTkfcy 
This approach was made while the graduate was attending NationaT^V^ 
Academy classes. A protest was made to key CIA officials for 
not having advised us prior to establishing contact with the 
Academy graduate. ✓ 

10. WWMl • 


' ! In December, 1955, we received information indicating 

that CIA was in contact with an individual whom the Bureau was 
developing for utilization in a double agent operation. We 
learned that CIA representatives had established contact with 
’ and had given him some advice and guidance without 
xirst checking with the Bureau. We protested to CIA, 
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11. 1 ALLEGED' FABIAN 

SOCIALISTS 

IN CIA 


In 1956 

MArtE AUd 

P<?StT 10 AS 



made 

available to -the Bureau on a strictly confidential basis 
detailed information concerning alleged infiltration of the 
United States Government by ’’Fabian Socialists." yAME 
furnished the names of many individuals whom-he considered to 

fall into this category. -Many of those' listed were CIA -executives, 

/ 

i 

This i£em is being listed in the event we felt that 
it could be used" to justify that as of that period there was 
reason to deal with CIA in a very.’circumspect manner. 


*; *■ 


12. DELAYS IN HANDLING NAME CHECK REQUESTS - 

By letter dated January 11, 1956, our Washington Fieid 
Office called attention to extreme delays encountered in obtaining 
results of name check requests submitted to CIA. These delays 
particularly related to investigations.of applicant matters 
being handled by the Bureau. .■ * 


r* • *•« 


IS. AAAAJg . . . 

In March, 1956, Allen Dulles announced that /same 
***• .Pwrtfiy Intelligence Advisory 

Committee (IAC)., of which the Bureau was a member. MAhB 
J fyf:£C,f 3 ft/f > 7W£ data admitted contributing to the Alger Hiss 

• m 

Defense Fund. AOPrr/fVAL pE-fceiPI bArA. * 

.Although we did not object to the appointment of 
this is another item to be kept in mind in the event we desired 
•to uphold an argument that there was reason to be circumspect 

in dealings with CIA. 

, . . • * • 

14. 

y PtfiB \?as a* leading-scientist assigned to the 

*■ * L.cc£*r tpl/ He had been used as a consultant 

by such agencies as the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) and CIA. 

[In October, 19551 he met a Soviet scientist and, with the know¬ 
ledge of AEC and CIA, began cultivating him. AV5/-/6 informed 
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|is that be haci been advised by a CIA official that the FBI 
Vpuld be furnishing operational guidance to him. We had never 
become involved in any such arrangement, and we later determined 
$hat a CI-A official.had been in error in making the above- 
ascribed misrepresentation. We protested the CIA official’s 
bundling of. this matter. # ' 

On July 20, 1956, we determined that one . _ 

had been-in contact with j.. - 

Washington.; D. C. Yfe. further 'ascertained was a 

Qlk employee. We’were informed’by CIA on July 21, 1956, that 
$he Agency had no. information' concerning ■* 

Contacts with We later interviewed j/Av£. 

it was indicated in fact, had-been in-contact with 

official concerning his meetings with the fcpiP&o f4Pt~r JO 
___We protested and CIA submitted a letter of apology. ^ 


£*-v> /rnc 

In July, 1956, a statement was made by a State 
gepartment official to the effect that a 'CIA employee allegedly 
fitt'd advised that the subject, a .Soviet agent,' was being per- 
s - lotted to enter the United States so that his activities 

gpuld be covered and so that the Bureau would be in a position 
%q promote a defection. The Bureau"was not in possession of 
?iny" information indicating that we had sanctioned the entry 
.. ei the subject for the purpose described above. The State 
:: gppartment official was unable to recall the name of the CIA 
Employee involved; inquiry at CIA was negative. We were not* 
a position to identify the CIA employee without conducting 
investigation within the Agency or without the Agency coming 
IIP with the identity. 

? By letter dated November 8, 1956, we strongly pro¬ 

tested to CIA because representatives of that Agency had inter¬ 
viewed*' an alien in the United States without first obtaining 
Clearance from the Bureau.* It should be noted that there was 
' & veil-established agreement whereby it was incumbent upon 
to first check with the Bureau before interviewing any 
&lien.in the United States. 
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was a former student at Columbia University 
With whom we’ had been in contact because of his association 
with a |Soviet assigned to the United Natio nsir^ In December, 

1956, VhtAt made a trip to ^ussi^^vhere he was contacted by 
an unidentified individual and was given^a letter indicating 
•that the writer was a /^oionel in the KGEpand that he was 
interested in cooperating with the United States, When MAMd 
returned to the-United States, we permitted CIA to interview 
the subject because of the Agency’s foreign intelligence inter¬ 
ests. ye subsequently interviewed MAMi. s-t which time he 
informed.us that he had been cautioned by C2A not to furnish 
pertinent information to the Bureau, CIA. denied that any such 
statement was made, . . • • 

* * . r 

19. CIA REQUEST FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING A HIGH-SPEED CAMERA- 
1957_ 

The San Francisco Office furnished information 
indicating that CIA had requested a firm in California to fur¬ 
nish that Agency information regarding all foreign inquiries 
pertaining to a high-speed camera manufactured by* - the company. 

The matter was reviewed because we wanted to; be certain that 
CIA was not invading our jurisdiction. We did not develop 
■ evidence that CIA had overstepped its jurisdiction. The Director 
did make a notation, "O.K., but it. does seem to me we give CIA 
a pretty wide authority to explore such a field, H” 


20 

On May 28, 1957, CIA advised that one of its^pepre~ v 
sentatives in the field had interviewed ths captioned lj29 
alien who had agreed to., cooperate with the Agency after he 
returned to Plj^c.6 .... CIA conducted this interview without 
first obtaining clearance from the Bureau. Such clearance was 
necessary pursuant to an established agreement. A vigorous 
protest was made to the Agency. 
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21.^CXA REQUEST FOR TOUR FOR [COLOMBIAN INTELLIGENCE SERVICE 
/^REPRESENTATIVES ^ 1957 __ w 



% 


In July, 1957, CIA requested a tour for several 
lorabian^offic.ials 'who were coming to this country under CIA 
invitation. . CIA was told that no tours wou^ld be given to the 
Colombians, because in the past a Colombian ambassador had 
grossly insulted the Bureau after we had arrested the . . 
ambassador’s chauffeur on White Slave Traffic Act charge£j§O/ 0 } 

If we ko desired, we could give consideration to 
accusing CIA of trying, to impose upon us individuals whom we 
considered undesirable in light o'f the foregoingCS^^u) 


22 . 


REQUEST FOR SECURITY SURVEY OF COUNCIL ON FOREIGN 
RELATIONS - NEW YORK CITY -1957 




On November 15, 1957, cur New York Office was con¬ 
tacted by the local CIA representative who desired tc.be in¬ 
formed if the Bureau could conduct a security surv v e-y of the 
premises of the Council on Foreign Relations which were located 
across the street from a building occupied by the Soviet - 
United Nations Delegation. The CIA representative indicated 
„that his visit to our office was pursuant to instructions 
received from Allen Dulles who allegedly was concerned about 
the possibility of the Soviets establishing coverage of 
conversations and discussions which might be held at the Council 
•It should be noted that the Council included as members many 
well-known personalities, including officials of the United 
States Government^^^f^)) 

Pursuant to instructions, Allen Dulles was informed 
on November 18, 1957, that we did not like the approach used 
by CIA in that such a sensitive matter had been taken up at 
the field level rather than through Bureau Headquarters.^1 
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—• 11 In October, 1957, we received information from WAMS 

indicating thatfa! Polishl scientist then visiting in .the United 
States might- defect, tfe^followed developments through /VAMB 
and we kept CIA advised. The Agency was fully aware of the 
situation and particularly knew that we were in contact with 
j yi/AAjE We subsequently received information indicating that 
j ffAMB , a Cl/* employee, established contact with 

i for the purpose of developing information concerning the 

* work(of Polishp^cientists. A protest was made to CIA for not 
properly coordinating their interests with us, bearing in mind 

that the action taken' by --VArtB possibly could have jeopardized 

a Bureau operation. , 

24. g/ AMB' . . , 

* r 

By letter dated February 10, 1958, we directed a 
protest to CIA charging that Agency with interviewing the 
subject, , FoRfZl&t/ alien, without first obtaining the nec- 
cesary clearance from the Bureau. 

25. _ALL EGED IMPERSONATION OF FBI, EMPLOYEE 


On April 23, 1958, we received information indicating 
that a CIA employee allegedly had represented herself as being 
i With the FBI when she tried to arrange an interview with 
\ WAHB , an official of the. International Association of 

•i Machinists in Washington, D. C. UAHB gave a signed statement 

in which he claimed that he had received a phone call from 
\ who said she was with the FBI. Upon checking with 

\ CIA, we were informed that denied that she had made 

'such representation. 


\ 


26 . VAMZ 

By letter dated May 12, 1958, the Bureau protested 
•to CIA for interviewing-an alien in the Detroit area without 
first ..obtaining the necessary clearance from the Bureau. 

Such clearance was necessary pursuant to established agreement. 
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We-received information in May, 1958, that 
a CIA employee,' was listed as being employed with the Bureau 
in the records of the District of Columbia .National Guard. 

The information was developed as the result -of an investiga¬ 
tion being conducted by the Bureau for the Vhite House.* 

furnished a signed statement indicating that he per¬ 
sonally had no knowledge of the existence of the above infor¬ 
mation in the National Guard records.. 


28# ///yA'Jf; *; 

1rmt,r l rl " * . * 

By letter dated June 10, 1958, we protested to CIA 
for not advising us concerning that Agency’s, interview of an 
individual who was the subject of a Bureau investigation. We 
had been corresponding with CIA concerning the subject, and 
the Agency should have been aware of our interests. 

. t * i 

29. ALLEGED CIA INCOMPETENCE AND ALLEGED. PENETRATION OF 
UNITED STATES AGENCIES _‘ 


By letter dated June 3, 1958, Legat, f>LAc£ furnished 
information volunteered to him by • _ MA-HZ of G-2. 

was very strong in his denunciation of CIA. He indicated 
that the Agency was incompetent and that it was penetrating 
.other United States agencies. He also mentioned that when 
Allen Dulles was in Switzerland, Dulles was intimate with a 
woman, not identified. 


The above is being cited in the event we desire to 
use this information as evidence for supporting a position of 
being circumspect in dealings with the CIA. 

1 * • 
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30 ._//Ari£ p| , 

The Legal Attache, PLACE advised by letter dated 
June 10, 1958, that he had been invited to visit 

the head of the JpAfig/C-A/ ’ _■ Intelligence Servicep^uIA 

became*aware'of this invitation, and an Agency representative 
informed our Legal Attache that it was not desired that the 
Legat visit with _> Our Legat was instructed by the Bureau 

to accept the invitation regardless of the CIA position. 

* * . r 

We could evaluate.the'CIA position in this matter as 
being uncooperative. ■ *' * 


CIA INTEREST IN [ c HXNESe7aLIENS * 

In June, 1958, we raised the question concerning 


not to approach anyjjDhinesePalien without first checking wi‘ 
us. A situation developed in Illinois indicating that CIA 
allegedly had become interested in recruiting an alien and 
even took some action without first checking with us. We 
expressed our' disapproval in a letter to CIA June 12, 1958. 


.32. CIA OFFICIALS CRITICISM OF ’’MASTERS OF'DECEIT" 

" _ _ - - - _ _ _ r - r —mm _ rntm i __ i t_j-i ^ 

Our Legal Attache, pLACE , obtained a copy of a merao- 

f andum sent to an offic ia l in our Embassy in pLAcs by 
hief of the CIA Off xcWjp/pLAc 6 . . in his communication 

elittled the value of M, Masters of Deceit'" as an anticommunist 
weapon in foreign countries. He claimed that the book oertained 
only,to the Communist Party, USA, which he characterized as a 
small, ineffective, fraction-ridden organization. He stated 
that the author of tiie book was not an intellectual but rather 
a policeman. 
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In May, 1958, CIA furnished identifying and back¬ 
ground data concerning three individuals - 
. A'AM/S all employees of the 

& ‘ Government -and assigned to the United States. 

/ 'SwfrHIk had been developed as a source of information by CIA 
in A'A MS came to CIA in Washington, D. C. 

and volunteered his services. yAMfz had been developed as 
• a source by CIA and had been furnishing some information to 
the Agency.. In a letter dated June 24, 1958, we told CIA 
that in the case of /vAA/g , -we felt that the Agency should 
have notified us at an earlier date in order that we could 
have considered exploitation for internal security purposes 
at the outset. \ 




34. VAMl.. ... 

—-*—-"--■ yy 

... The subject, a former member Intelligence 

'Service, defected to the United States andifurnishdd extremely 
valuable information. The beginnings of this case include 
information raising questions concerning CIA cooperation. 


In June, 1958, we developed information indicating 
that CIA May have opened a letter in pkfrCE "which had 
been addressed to the Director by an individual who had 
identified himself as . •* The writer further 

indicated that he might be connected with/^pp/T^/^ ^^Intelligence 
.Service. The letter addressed to the Director had^Wen olaced 
in an envelope which, in turn, had ended up in the office of 
theftjnited States Ambassador^) PlaCS , We subsequently 

received a copy of the particular communication from CIA, 
and the contents were such at that time that no action was 
required by the Bureau. We asked CIA for particulars leading, 
to. the alleged opening of the letter which had been addressed 
to the Director. CIA claimed that it had not opened the 
letter. We were confidentially informed by an Agency repre¬ 
sentative that the ^AmbassadoiJ®nad opened .the letter and then 
referred the matter to CIA. The contents were such that.inves¬ 
tigative action of an extensive nature was required by CIA 
in pUtC£ . What actually happened at the United States Embassy 
is something we may never know. TO : 
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35. jJfyMZ ^ ' ji; • 

By letter dated June 26, 1958, we voiced our concern 
regarding- CIA's alleged interview of a ForFizas alien whom CIA 
was considering for overseas recruitment. CIA denied that an 
approach of-the alien had been made. Our investigation contra¬ 
dicted the statements emanating from CIA. 


COMPROMISE OF FBI S^VS/T/V*. So o, 


DETAILS c oMC£%hJ)h/Cr 

SG vs IT we. SOURCE 

(j2TE!TA7£D A 6- A!VST A 
fORUG-f/ blpLCMh'TI C 


, B $ tabl/sh ai bx/ rj Cz) 









SBMS/r/ t/E SouJ^C£ 
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CIA ALLEGED PARTICIPATION IN 
DEPORTATION OE .AMERICAN COMMUNISTS 


GOVERNMENT 




• In bfir?& } CIA officially informed us that it was 
engaged in a program designed to disrupt overall communist 
activity in pi-ACS . We became concerned because this program 
was to involve deportation of undesirables, including American 
communists residing in pl/KS . The implementation of such a 
program would have resulted in the return of American communists 
to the United States. CIA denied that it was engaged in any 
operation specifically designed to oust American communists. 

In September, 1958, we were informed that the Government 

had embarked on a strong anticommunist program and certain 
Americans were ordered deported. We checked with CIA and the 
Agency's chief in dlaimed that his Agency was not 

involved .j^o) 

The Liaison Agent subsequently was informed on a 
strictly confidential basis that the American Ambassador had 
been in contact with certain Fsif&l&fiS officials concerning 
possible anticommunist activities. The Ambassador had consulted 
With the local CIA chief and had asked for a list of Americans 
Who could be considered as being deportable.'. The CIA officer 
reportedly furnished a list of approximately 40 names. - 


■ ,i . .t r . - .. - 1 — — ■■ M— — 

yjQ expressed our displeasure to CIA inf|eptember, 
1958£ because of that Agency's unauthorized investigation in 
the United States of a F-otfStC/S citizen who was here in connec¬ 
tion with an exchange program. The indicated to an 

American friend that he was interested in staying in the United 
States, but was not ready for actual defection because of a 
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possible hostage situation in his native country. The Bureau 
was following this potential defection and pursuant to estab¬ 
lished procedures was keeping interested agencies apprised of 
developments. On September 15, 1958, we received information 
indicating.that another Government agency was conducting an 
investigation of the subject. It was later established that 
CIA was the other agency. 


39. CIA ACTIVITIES IN ^ pLA eg 


Ifr) 
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\ 




The Legal Attache, reported by letter dated 

September 22, 1958, that MAMS A^o PeSiUtv 

* a highly., regarded, and very sensitive source 

of CIAMThis information was given to the Legal Attache bv 

AMS petite*/ *. * According to MAMJS 

CIA did not .want this information to be,known to other agencies 
particularly the FBI. The Director’s notation was, ’’Some more * 
of CIA double dealing. H." 


40. ALLEGED CIA INCOMPETENCE . • , 

* . *-.* 

During the period October pA'TB , Bureau 
representatives attended a seminar at Orlando", Florida, which 
was given by the U.S. Air Force. Among the activities was a 
lecture given by MAM& of CIA. Subsequent to the 

briefing, General MAmB of.the Air Force confided to 

Bureau representatives and expressed his displeasure with the 
briefing given by MAMB , He was particularly critical of 
MAMB reluctance to furnish certain information, using the 
excuse that the matter was of a "Top Secret" nature. General » 
//Art£ stated that the position taken by MAMS was only an 
excuse for incompetence on the part of CIA. 

This item is being cited in the event we desire to 
use the foregoing as evidence to support a position that we were 
obliged to be circumspect in dealing with CIA. 


i • 

41.! CIA COVERAGE IN CUBA PRIOR TO OVERTHROW OF.'BATISTA GOVERNMENT 

( mmm ■ ■ ■■■ - ■■■■ — ■ ——— ■■ 1 ■ 1 — *—** " " r ” 

The overthrow of the Batista Government on January 1, 
1959, and the subsequent assumption of power by Castro raised 
questions concerning the efficiency and competence of U.S. intel¬ 
ligence. Allen Dulles indicated that future developments would 
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show that many more people were involved in the Castro organi¬ 
zation than the U.S. Government had realized. Information 
coming to-our attention suggested the possibility that both 
State and .CIA had failed to assess developments in Cuba properly. 

The foregoing is cited in the event that we found 
reason to question the competency of^£IA in CubaT^This could 
be useful if we wanted to justify the existence of a Legal 
Attache office in Havana. One could also comment that poor 
coverage in Cuba had an indirect and adverse effect on ,our 
operations in the United States. 

: 42 . yt /ahz i 

[ * • . t ' 

By letter dated April'25, 1959, we voiced our 
J objections to CIA for.giving guidance to-an individual with 

whom we.had been maintaining contact for, the purpose of developing 
him as a double agent. The individual involved was 

, a well-knpwn expert in.the field of TyPg ap * 

| research as it applied to ciPic. So w as 

S also a contract agent of CIA and had occasion to handle sensitive 
*6a& otters for that Agenc yffi fl InlApril J P bXB . was preparing/^r^ 

to make a trip to Moscow. CIA briefed him on matters as they 
applied to his trip. The Agency also interviewed him concerning 
his relationship with the subject in Yfashington, D. C., and, 
furthermore, gave him guidance concerning the relationship. ? 

We objected to CIA giving any guidance to MAMA concerning 
his contacts with the subject without first consulting with us. t 

! _ 

,i 43,. ALLEGED BELITTLING OF COMMUNISM BY ALLEN DULLES 

In July, 1959, Allen Dulles of CIA spoke at the 
•National Strategy Seminar of the National War College. One 
of the professors handling the Seminar was critical of Dulles. 

He claimed that Dulles had belittled the importance of the 
communist problem. 

The above is being cited in the event we desire to 
‘Utilize the information in justifying a position that it was 
necessary to be circumspect with CIA. 


44. A/AMB MAGAZINE ARTICLE - SEPTEMBER, jE>AT£:, 

ft 

In September, PA7£ . MAmB magazine carried an 
article captioned Trti-£ ep a$7iclB * ’ 

Which included infoiunation of a derogatory nature concerning 
• the Director and the Bureau. The article precipitated a crisis 
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which led to an almost open break between the Bureau and CIA. 

The article was written by MAM£ who was connected 

With the A/aO LcCATmu op 0ff P AM/zAr/o As 

■ AtAJ) HAMt'A Comp£ct/ov Usrrn C/A ♦ The article 

was very complimentary toward CIA. The author made reference 

to relations between the Bureau and CIA and quite clearly 

indicated- that they were strained. He claimed that the CIA 

took Agents from FBI; that Agents did not remain in the Bureau 

for an extended period; and he related a story very critical 

of the Director., ... i 

/ 

5 » 

i * 

We learned that the author had been in contact with 
CIA when he was preparing the article. We were told that 

•' a CIA• official, had read and approved the article 
prior to its publication..: As a result pf this information, 

PAM& • . became persona non grata with the Bureau. 

'• . ♦. * 

’ ! » 

The Liaison Agent had conferred' with both Dulles 
and PAMB concerning the matter. We took the position 

that based upon the information made available CIA had promoted, 

• condoned, or possibly even authored the article, Dulles denied 
that this was so and then PAHS produced information indi¬ 

cating that he had been knowledgeable of the authorfs article 
before it was published. The author had contacted MAMS 
one of PAmS subordinates, and had 

discussed the matter with him. The author allegedly had raised 
the question of strained relations between the two agencies 
and at that time PA MB reportedly told the author that rela¬ 
tions were not strained, but were satisfactory. Nevertheless, 
..the final draft of the article included the derogatory infor¬ 
mation and the facts available to us indicate that MA-M6 
bad the opportunity to alert the Bureau to the existence of the 
.'article before it was published. He did not do so. He told 
.. us that this was an. oversight. 1 - 

Consideration was given to severance of liaison 
relations. It was recommended and approved that liaison conticu 
and that we keep Dulles and CIA on the string as to what course 
cf action we were going to take. It was suggested that we not 
immediately answer letters which had been sent to: the Bureau 
by Dulles and PAMS in connection with this particular 

matter. It was also recommended and approved that we cut off 
all contact with MAHfc . 

j By letter dated* September PATS to Dulles, the 

Director expressed his keen disappointment: because officials o 
CIA, when they had the opportunity, had failed to voice any co 
cern or objection to Pams of mag-aZjmC and furthermore, had faile 

' ■ i ■ - - 
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to notify the Bureau. A letter dated September PAr£ was 

also sent to /SfirtfE. and ho was told that the Bureau was 

disappointed in him because he had failed to make any objection 
to the article and had not alerted us concerning the impending 
attack against the Bureau. I 


i 



. i - • \ 

• i •' 1 • 

1 

45. INACTIVITIES OF CONTACTS DIVISION OF CIA - 1959 

We)received information in September, 1959, that 
the Contacts Division of CIA had held interviews with American 
businessmen in the . Boston area,' which dealt with meetings between 
.the businessmen and visiting ^oviets^^CTA reportedly was inter¬ 
ested in developing positive intelligence information jfbu t it 
so happened that, one of the {Boviet^v/as ' involved in a trouble 
agent operat-ioHfbeing handled py the Bureau. The Bureau already 
had notified CIA of our interest in the {Soviet r^OBy lettei;6|^«ssr CO- 
dated September 29, 1959, we voiced our objection to the maimer 
in which CIA had handled this.Q^(°) * 

46. APPEARANCE OF MAMf: . .... BEFORE THE 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON UNAMERICAN ACTIVITIES (HCUA) - 1959 


* * 

..On p/*r£ , 1959, information was received 

indicating that HCUA was interested in obtaining MAm}£ 

. APP C.HA %Ac~te/Ii z at /w/ to testify before the Committee. .HCUA 

advised us that it had contacted the State Department who, in 
f turn-, .had conferred with CIA. Allen Dulles allegedly informed 

! HCUA that UAfASi was agreeable to appearing before the Committee 

i .. and that he would be made available pursuant to certain security 
instructions. . * 


The Director asked whether or not CIA had authority 
to make a defector available to a congressional committee without 
first checking with other interested agencies. The Director was 
informed that CIA did not have such authority because a National 
Security Council directive made it very clear that this could not: 
.be done without processing the matter through the Inter-Agency 
Defector Committee. In this particular case the aforementioned 
• Committee had not called a meeting, but the chairman, a-CIA 

official, had made certain phone calls.. A Bureau representative 
was contacted by phone on £>at£. “ 1959, but sfc that time we- 

had not formulated a position. Allen Dulles allegedly contacted 
the chairman of the Committee and was told that the Committee 
had no objection to making available. * -- 
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_ on %oatb_' 1959, CIA reprSl^ntatives were 

informed that we were opposed to making the defector available 
to HCUA. On that .same date we were told that CIA was informing 
HCUA it was reversing its position and that upon reconsideration, 
it did'not feel that MAMS could be made available. 

/ 

- By memorandum dated OATS 1959, the develop¬ 

ments in.this-.matter were reviewed and it was recommended that 
at the-next inter-Agency Defector Committee meeting we strongly 
protest CIA’s dereliction in the handling of the HCUA request. 


47c CRITICISM*OF DIRECTOR 




i* 




n ' On April 11, 1960,^) M AM £ of MAAO oP . 

[j ZCMfavy •, Caracas, VenezuelaJ^Lntormed the Bureau that he recently 
[^.eld a conversation with") MAMS an official of the 

d^nbassy in3 KAc.£‘ . MAMS was (§. CIA employee^/JKA took exceptioq§ 
to complimentary statements made by seoftCS ' concerning the Director? - 
l and the FBI. cm stated that*’the Director should have retired 
five years ago for the good of all concerned. A protest was made 
\ to Allen Dulles on April 20, 1960. 


48. MAM£ t CIA OFFICIAL.ALLEGEDLY ADVOCATING 

■ RECOGNITION OF RED CHINA - 1960 • • _ ► ‘ 

r In February, 1960, MAM& AMP' wM 

for the - MAMS Foundation, volunteered information 
-* concerning statements allegedly made by MAmjS a top 

CIA official. MAmS allegedly advocated recognition of Red 
China. 

* O 

This matter was called to the attention of Allen 
Dulles aird on April 20, 1960, Dulles informed the Liaison Agent* 
that he had conducted an inquiry, had reviewed a tape recording 
'Of MAMS: talk, and was satisfied that MAMS had not made the • T 
statement attributed to him. 

The above -is being cited in the event we desire to 
dispute the position taken by Dulles. If the evidence clearly 
established that MAmS had made such a statement, we could use • 
the information to support a position that we would have been 
warranted in being most circumspect with CIA. ^ 

© » 

* • 

49. ’ ALLEGED INSTALLATION OF. MICROPHONES ON U.S. 

! PREMISES ABROAD BY CIA _‘ 


A State Department representative informed the Bureau 
that a microphone had been found in the U.S. Embassy, Mexico City; 
that it had been planted by CIA; and that Allen Dulles allegedly / 

iS£Kr 
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had maintained that if CIA was to operate effectively, it had 
to know what was going on in U.S. establishments.. The implication 
was left, that CIA was covering activities of other U.S. agencies 
through technical installation. Inquiries! developed informa¬ 
tion indicating that CIA had installed a mibrophone in the Embassy 
in 1952 at the request of a State Department official. The Office 
qf Security in State Department was contacted in an effort to 
pin this do.wn in a more specific manner. We were told by State 
that their records did not contain any information'concerning 
the microphone. • . 


Subsequently, a letter was transmitted to all Legal 
Attaches instructing them to be on the alert for technical 
installations which .may, affect Bureau operations. 


50. yAMH. 


..\ 'We^received information indicating that the subject, 

i ) a [former Cubanj&ntelligence agent and.the subject of a Bureau 
investigation, had planned to defectfin New York Cityl0$We 
permitted a CIA representative to contact the subject in order 
to orient him so that ma^iiaun propaganda effect would be derived 
through newspaper publicity"!—'We' were told that the CIA repre¬ 
sentative [in New York Cityfehad been instructed by his headquarters 
to tell the subject that Tnf would not be’prosecuted by the U.S. 
Government. We complained to CIA stressing that the Agency 
- had no power or authority to promise the subject immunity. 


fij) 


I 


. . 51. MAMB 


Miss A/A MB. a CIA employee, obtained a 

position as a secretary in the Office of/^the Ql/AMB Delegation 
to' the United NationsJCS") Prior. to receiving this job, CIA checked 
With the Bureau. The^L^i^on Agept^ubsequently learned that 
•' f/AMB had infshe was leaving her job. 
I ■ The P£L£6.AT/e>V . inquired af she could recommend somebody else. 

.1 ‘ She gave them the name of another CIA employee, Miss A'AMB. 

• i ■ • . 

H . * . 

I The Liaison Agent informed CIA that the Agency was 

v out of line by not firs£ Checking., with the Bureau before recom¬ 
mending UhME to Khq^^4£^r/^Pthat the Bureau was interested 
\' in.developing intelligence information which might be useful 
to the U.S. Government; and that, in this instance, CIA was 
obstructing operations by not appropriately coordinating with 
the; Bureau. 

' .1 
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52. CIA USE OF BUREAU INFORMATION IN : 

A U.S. INTELLIGENCE BOARD DOCUMENT 

♦ 

. On March 30, 1961, the Liaison Agent contacted 
Allen Dulles concerning-CIA’s failure to obtain Bureau clearance 
for use of our information in a U.S. Intelligence Board document, 
No known .damage had been done, but the Agent stressed the sensi¬ 
tivity of the' Bureau information.- Dulles-requested one of his 
subordinates to establish a procedure to prevent a recurrence 
of such errors. • * . , 


§3. MU' bOTHtfc 

• . / 

... • 

• • In July, 1961, bur pkAcC Office received" galley 

proofs of .the book "J/7L£ written by AUTHop 

A. review of- these proofs disclosed several references which 
portrayed our counterespionage capabilities in an ‘unfavorable 
light. Since CIA was responsible for /SAM£ and for any writing 
Which he might perform, the matter was discussed with CIA. It 
turned out that CIA had not been following the preparation of 
the book. We were told that steps would be taken to protect 
Bureau interest. The publishers had'indicated to CIA that they 
would cooperate on Although some changes were made, 

$he book still came out with some information which was not 
gntirely favorable to the Bureau. 


CONFLICT WITH-LEGAL ATTACHE, 


Place 


1961 


- \ ... -On October 6, 1961, our Legal Attache, PLACE 
received information indicating that* popEi&y Embassy in that 
pity was planning to protest harassment of its personnel by U.S. _ 
Intelligence. The Legal Attache was told by theQ,fical CIA offiee 
ijihat the Agency was not involved. On October 12, 1961, the 
game CIA officer changed his position, and admitted that CIA had . . 
been involved to a certain extent. The Liaison Agent objected * 
to these tactics. It was important to him to know the facts 
so he could be guided accordingly .fof} 


§5. CIA TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE ACTIVITY IN THE UNITED STATES - 1 

When he defected in pArA "1961, >MAH£ 
furnished information concerning alleged penetration of American 
intelligence. Inquiries and review conducted by CIA within the 
Agency suggested that a CIA intelligence officer, 
was a logical suspect. We conferred with CIA and on pfi,r£ 

1962, we advised the Agency that we would take over the investi- 

i^ ion - iisifi • 
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On 1962, J^AhE potn/ov 

CIA, informed the Liaison Agent that 
CIA was preparing a report containing extremely sensitive 
information. Ke stated that this information came from a 
sensitive source and he was not certain as to how it should 
be handled. As a result of a discussion with MAhE on 

pArTE 1962, ‘it was ‘ascertained that CIA had maintained 

a technical surveillance on MAME over an extended period.. 

M£ ' explained that he had been reluctant to identify this 
•source at an -earlier date because he feared that prosecution 
could have been jeopardized and, furthermore, he did no*t want 
his Agency embarrassed in the event the Bureau objected to 
CIA maintaining <a capability such as technical surveillances. 

It was made emphatically clear to //AMZz that it was absolutely 
necessary that we be provided with all the details and, further¬ 
more, that CIA, at the outset, should have apprised us of the 
existence of the coverage. The Director made the notation, 

“I only wish we would eventually realize' CIA can ne.ver be 
depended upon-to deal forthrightly with us. Certainly ray 
'skepticism isn’t based on prejudice nor suspicion, but on 
specific instances of all too many in number. Yet, there 
exists wistful belief that the ’leopard has changed his 
spots.’ H." 


56. A/AHE- • * . • v- 

In February, 1962, the Liaison Agent was requested 
.to discuss with CIA a case which, in our opinion, clearly 
indicated CIA had failed to keep us appropriately informed 
of developments. The Bureau's original .interest was initiated 
in Miami as a result of a discussion with CIA personnel in that 
city. Attempts to get CIA replies via* correspondence were 
negative. On February 13., 1962, the Liaison Agent discussed 
the matter with CIA and received a reply which did not adequately 
satisfy the Bureau’s request. 


57. CIA WIRE TAPPING IN- THE UNITED STATES 

*# 

Sometime prior to the Bay of Pigs fiasco, CIA had 
become involved in a weird plan designed to bring about the 
assassination of Fidel Castro. One of the principal ingredients 
of this plan was to be the .utilization of U.S. hoodlums. CIA 
established contact with /SAME C-AARAcyE/flZAV/'^ -who 

served as the intermediary in dealings with the notorious 
hoodlum, MAMt ; 
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The entire operation fell apart when we developed 
information indicating that MA#* was behind a wire tapping 
operation.in Nevada. Potentially, there were elements for 
possible violation .of unauthorized publication or use of 
communications. However, prosecution was out of the question 
because of the tainted involvement of CIA. 


58. A/JfMB 

• * 

• i 

In October, 1962, we lodged a protest with CIA 
because the Agency initiated operation of Cuban agents in the 
Hiami area and in so doing violated Bureau jurisdiction. 
Arrangements were subsequently effected where the source in 
the matter was turned over to the Bureau’ 1 for handling. 


59. /S/iMZ . 

On MrH 1963. CIA requested that the Bureau 
establish coverage on a visiting. foRp/c/s national. We 
immediately instituted investigation and then determined that 
CIA actually had been instrumental in supporting the subject’s 
trip to the United States. CIA had been endeavoring to recruit 
the subject. On 1963, a strong protest was lodged 

With AMU Pos/r/o*/ CIA. 


60. ALLEGED ATTACK ON BUREAU BY JOHN UcCOSE 

We received information in December, 1963, indicating * 
that John McCone, Director of CIA, allegedly was attacking the 
Bureau in what would appear to be a vicious and underhanded 
manner. McCone allegedly informed MA*t£ and 

WhWt that CIA had uncovered a plot in Mexico City 

indicating that Lee Harvey Oswald had received $6,500 to 
assassinate President Kennedy. The story attributed to McCone 
appeared to be related to information which had come from one 
fjAhB a FoKmt/ national. Interrogation of 

.. including a polygraph, disclosed that he had fabricated 

bis story. This had been made known to CIA and to McCone. There¬ 
fore, if McCone had made the above statements to h MAM £ 
it would appear that it would have been an obvious attempt to 
ridicule the Bureau. The Liaison Agent contacted McCone on 
December 23, 1963. McCone vehemently denied the allegations. 


■ mm 
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61. jVftHE: 




■' j . The subject is a national who' first made 

— it contact "with CIA in expressing a desire to: cooperate. He 

•„ openly defected, in dat 6 and he is currently in’ the United States. 

: He has been the source of considerable controversy because of < 

i Questions -raised pertaining to his bona fides. Early in 
CIA took a very strong position indicating that was 

a plant. -The Bureau did not make a commitment on-bona fides. 

9 In the meantime, MAmB although controversial, continues to 
' furnish voluminous information. , ’ - 

. 1 

It.iis possible that at some future date the issue of 
bona fides will be conclusively resolved and the action taken 
by the Bureau so far will have been justified. This is important 
to be' kept in mind as far-as the future/ is concerned, 

■' If it is finally concluded 'that A/AM£ is a bona 
fide defector, CIA could be charged with gross mishandling of 
\ the subject over a period of years. V t . 

\ “• . . . \ 

4 62. A/AM^ * 




On April IB, 1364, the Liaison Agent protested to 
CIA.because the Agency had failed to notify the "Bureau concerning 
the past utilization of an individual as a double agent in an 
operation directed against the u Jfto/A . The in div idual /us 

in this case was serving as p<?5 iTlots rin Texa^pfn 1964 1 ' 

and because CIA did not notify us concerning the past,.^wr interest 
could have been jeopardized, bearing in nind that* th 
could have been in contact with [x/fi&tt ^ without, dur knowledge. 
CIA had severed its relationship v/ith ^ prior to his r 

pox/r/#A/ assignment in the United States, but CIA," nevertheless., 
had an obligation to give us proper notification. 


63. 


CIA COVERT ACTIVITY jflN MlAMjQ- X965 


« 

l '• Tfe received information in June, 1965, that certain^^ / V 
["Cuban exiles in the Miami area) were representing themselves asCJ^Ov 
joeing with the "Department of“National Security." These exiles 
had been interviewing Cuban refugees concerning political con¬ 
ditions in CubaJ We ascertained that this activity was bein^^^\)) 
performed in beHalf of CfA, who had issued credentials to the 
(exiles under the cover of "Department of National Security• 
we protested, bearing in mind that the cover being used could 
cause embarrassment to the United States and could impose a 
problem for the Bureau because vie would become the recipients QsJ 
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of- impersonation complaints. 'CIA was requested to take immediate 
steps to'correct the undesirable situation. We were subsequently 
informed' by CIA that the credentials had been withdrawn and that 
the cover would no longer be used. 


64, MAMB ' ' 

. * i »• 

i * In August, 1965, both the Bureau and CIA had an 

’ interest in assessing the potential utilization of the services 
of MAM£ a f-oR&iC. exile residing in the United States. 

* We were interested in because he potentially could furnish 

information concerning exiles in this country and the 

Agency wanted to- utilise him in overseas intelligence operations. 

| • We informed CIA that MAhG. would not be made available to the 
| Agency.’ .CIA appealed and asked that we reconsider our position, 
i because of the potentially high value of' MAM £ in .the proposed 

CIA operation. While we were negotiating with CIA, we determined 
that the Agency was already in* contact with the subject and was 
conferring with him. We subsequently protested to the Agency 
who claimed that it had not been out of line in contacting 
because ‘the Agency had maintained a relationship with him in the 
past. We did not accept this explanation. i 


65. INSECURE HANDLING OF CoOEMMB INFORMATION . 


PBTA/LS COtfCBM/Jl/6 C/A's 

/J/$£CO/?£ HA»t>LtVC~ c> 

KELAVMG 7e 


66 .’ A/AM£ 

Official 

' *>y the Agency indicating 



CIA requested coverage on a visiting 
>vernmen1^because of information developed 
that working for the KGB. \ 

’ * > W 


■w' 
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^Instructions were sent to the field and we then learned in _ 
^Kew York Cityfefithat CIA allegedly planned to make a recruitment^LX-) 
ij^proach. Tile matter was taken up with CIA: headquarters and 
a protest was made because of the wide discrepancy in the 
reports we received on CIA intentions. ! 


67# PASSING OP BUREAU DOCUMENTS TO I 

SENATOR M* _ BY CIA EMPLOYEE - 1966 

In September, 1966, we developed information indicating 
that copies of FBI documents had been passed to Senator MAKS by 
CIA. The matter was discussed with the Director of CIA and the 
Agency subsequently conducted an investigation and established 
that one of its employees, MB , had submitted 

a name check request to the Bureau concerning one A/Pr-MEL 
who was the subject of the material in question. At that time 
• had a'responsibility of handling name check requests for 
CIA and, in this connection, was in contact with our Name Check 
Section. He admitted that he instituted a name check on an "off 
the cuff basis" for another CIA employee named > 

It is my recollection that-one or bulh.CIA employee? 
were subsequently fired * or asked to resign. 


68. [AD 


ALLEGED COMPROMISE OF BUREAU DOUBLE AGENT 


.. , v h In March, 1967, we protested to CIA in connection 

With a matter relating to our mutual interest ip a j^ h emi sjp fe ) 
Connected with C oMPAtsf in PL&C &_ JNew Jerse£j^S^(u) 

We were utilizing^Fhe (chemistjas a{double agent"in an operation 
directed against tne Sovietst^CIA had established a relation¬ 
ship with the same person for the purpose of acquiring positive . 
intelligence relating to the field of . OurJNewarkJp^fo) 

•Office received information indicating that a CIA officer^ 
without authorization, compromised our relationship withj^the 
C^hemistl by discussing the matter with the president of the 
firm. 'T ■' 


69 , 

• In July, 1967, we protested to CIA in a case where 
the Agency allegedly had failed to report to us concerning a 
communication which a Fo!?£/Ca> exile, residing in the United States, 
had received from the foQctQi/ Intelligence Service. The - particular 
communication had instructed the exile to initiate preparations 
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for the handling of an intelligence assignment in the United 
States. CIA claimed that the exile had been reluctant to 
operate in. this country and CIA then instructed him not to 
respond to the communication received pi/£<L £. We took the 
position that despite this reluctance on the part of the exile, 
the Bureau had been entitled to have had the opportunity to 
make its own assessment. 


70. CIA AND'ITS INVOLVEMENT IN LEGISLATION 
. DEALING Y/ITH THE of L£C/StAT/dt/ 

On June 5, DAinformation was received indicating 
that Richard Helms had sent Senator ASAHEi three, proposed 

amendments to the legislation being proposed by the Senator, 
all dealing with the protection of the constitutional rights 
of. Government employees. Y/e had been following developments 
relating to this proposed legislation because the provisions 
bad a very definite bearing on Bureau operations. The proposed 
amendments made by Helms included exemptions from certain 
provisions of the Bill for FBI, CIA, and the National Security 
Agency. These amendments were suggested by CIA without prior 
consultation with the Bureau. The Director made the notation, 
,,f This pvecmmptiirm.c: action of Helme* is astrmnrtriricr^ '* 


- 71. CIA COVERAGE OF BUREAU LEADS 

" • ^ 

Historically, CIA’s coverage of Bureau leads had 
been decidedly■spotty from the standpoint of delivering 
•satisfactory content and servicing the leads within a reasonable 
period of time. It would be necessary to review hundreds, if 
not thousands, of files to document what we consider delays in 
following our leads. It should.be noted that CIA, organizationally, 
has never maintained an atmosphere of discipline in any way 
comparable to that of the.Bureau. Matters are not followed 
as promptly and responsibility is not firmly fixed. This 
evaluation is made in light of standards followed by the Bureau. 

We continually prod and push CIA for responses. To develop all 
of the evidence to explain these delays would require an inspection 
;* of CIA operations. CIA has given the following types of - responses: 
hazards of adverse operating conditions in backward countries; 
limited personnel; undue exposure to hostile intelligence, police, 
and security services; pressures placed on the Agency on priority 

l » 
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targets quite often dealing with political crises in foreign 
countries. Although CIA has not ventured to emphasize the 
point, i-t is believed that in many instances it has not pro¬ 
duced satisfactorily and efficiently because of the absence 
of reliable sources. 


72. LACK OF PROPER ORIENTATION OF BUREAU 
.RESPONSIBILITIES AND JURISDICTION 

- - -- ; -r 

Although there has been decided improvement in 
recent years, the Liais'o.n Agent continues to note a definite 
lack of knowledge of FBI responsibilities and jurisdiction on 
the part of C|A employees. They do receive some training in 
this regard, but the impression is left that such training 
could be’much more extensive. 'The Bureau’s Liaison Agent has 
'lectu'red to hundreds of CIA employees in the last few years 
and this has produced significant signs of concrete benefits. 
CIA employees encountered the Liaison Agent on a .very regular 
basis and asked questions pertaining to*- our responsibilities. 
Nevertheless, there is room for much improvement. 

73. CIA POLICY REGARDING DISSEMINATION TO OUR LEGAL ATTACHES 


There has been a sore spot in connection with CIA 
policy relating to its dissemination of information[at a local 
/0) level our embassies]^ This policy allegedly has applied to 
' all other agencies anCrincludes our Legal Attaches. CIA has 
maintained that unless the information it develops or receives 
is in the immediate jurisdiction of a particular agency, it 
yill only disseminate at the Seat of Government. As an example, 
if CIA received information concerning the existence of a U.S. 
criminal fugitive in a foreign country, it would disseminate 
to the Legal Attache. However, if the information falls within 
the area of intelligence, which includes subversive activities 
• the Agency has stated that under its system the information- is 
considered to be "raw material" and that it must be evaluated 
at headquarters and reviewed in the context of what has been 
received from other countries, and then disseminated to inter¬ 
ested customers. We have not raised an issue,.but dissemination 
regarding political conditions in a country where the Legal 
Attache is assigned could be useful because it would further 
orient him in his dealings with foreign officials. There have 
been exceptions where the CIA (chief in an'area, on his own 
initiativ£|^|has given such information to our Legal Attache.. 

\J j After CIA "disseminates at headquarters, we are in a position 
to'communicate the information to our Legal Attaches. This 
helps, but it would be much more convenient for the Legal 


Attache to receive it (at the local level£V&Vjy\ 

j _ •• . . : - * • • • . . . • 

I . .' 
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J - Thero^^ e situations where CIA .’ices abroad 

'.receive informa^Rm regarding a subject, iJRch as an alleged 
spy traveling to the United States, or the case abroad 
simply : has ramifications in this country. In these instances, 
CIA has followed a definite pattern over the years of not 
furnishing such information to the Legal Attache, but 
disseminating to us at Seat of Government. Here again, CIA 
has maintained that its headquarters must review the data and 
make the' decision regarding dissemination. We have not raised 
an issue; We could by claiming that the Legal Attache could 
be useful.in evaluating the case and being in a position to 
follow Bureau interests as soon as possible. Howevdr, if we 
pushed for a change in current conditions, we should consider 
that the Legal Attaches possibly could inherit responsibilities 

abroad which might present risks or operational headaches. 

* * . / 

. • 

fFpr several years there existed a coordinating 
■mechanism 1 !!! Germany headed by CIA. This was a committee 
headed by the Agency and composed of Representatives of other 
U*S* agencies. The committee reviewed espionage and counter¬ 
espionage developments in Geirmany which had a bearing on U.S. 
interests. If a problem of operational jurisdiction arose 
among the U.S, agencies, the committee mechanism was used to 
establish an agreed-to operating agreement. Quite often various 
responsibilities were divided among the different agencies 

Sc; rn v rppn]. nn h pi; th pnrp p n hpc nnf bi&c* n i 

in becoming a part of such a committee. If we* did, we could 
end up with responsibilities not entirely agreeable to us. 

74. SOME'PAST HISTORY WHICH IS VERY RELEVANT 


When evaluating our relationship with CIA, including 
our grievances, it is believed that we cannot overlook the 
relevancy of the serious differences we experienced with the 
Office of Strategic Services (OSS) during World War II. The * ‘ 
seeds leading to the establishment of CIA came from OSS, 

tevb 'C. // ftiffiCTEfy2P)T/oV has been referred to as the 

n c• 

There were instances when OSS blatantly ignored FBI 
jurisdiction and fai'led to coordinate on numerous matters. There 
<$?as^a number of CIA officials who obviously had a definite dislike 
for the Bureau. The' loose administration of OSS, its employment 
of known subversives, its alleged penetration by the Soviets, 
and its attitude toward the Russian Government at the time posed 
serious problems to the Bureau. At one point OSS was actually 
giving serious consideration to establishing liaison with the ** 


* ♦ ■ • . •* . * ■ * *.. . * 
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NKVD. Because a substantial number of OSS officials subsequently 
became important figures within CIA, it would be logical to 
assume that the FBI was justified in being most prudent, if not 
Circumspect, in dealings with the Agency. 

.'When evaluating its position in 1970, the Bureau 
rightfully ca-nnot forget the troubles with OSS. At the same 
time, it would be most unwise if we neglected to examine the 
role played-by the Bureau when we disbanded our SIS operations 
ip 1947. In a matter of-hours, we destroyed hundreds of files 
in our SIS offices abroad, and we-did not turn over to CIA a 
large number of sources and informants. There have been ma'ny 
CX-Agents.who had been connected with SIS, who were familiar 
With the file destruction operation, and who later became 
•connected with CIA. .It is’possible that' the Agency could 
argue that the actions by the Bureau were detrimental to U.S. 
interests and impaired CIA's early efforts, to establish desired 
Coverage in Latin America. r 


1 
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• UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

:o : Mr# DeLoach 



^ ottiohai ro*M ho. 10 

MAT lf*I I0JTIOH 

K OSA OCN. MO. NO. 7/ 


4 t,J xJ^SMAHOH CONTAINED 
heSrsih XS uhclasspted. . 

date: March 23, 1970 


ROM : Hr* W. C. Sullivah 

< 

ubject: I RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


' • By letter dated 3/11/70,, the Director communicated 

With CIA Director Richard Helms referring to the existing 
agreement entered into between the Bureau and CIA in 1966 with 
regard to mutual efforts in the collection of positive intelli¬ 
gence in the United States. The Director noted that he would 
welcome any observations that QIA might desire to make to assure 
.that national security interests continue to be served in the 
most effective and complete manner possible. By letter dated 
I 3/20/70, Mr. Helms replied stating that he valued highly the 
: Director s o personal judgment zn affairs bearing on the national 

I security and suggested certain areas which warrant periodic 
1 reexamination since they have a direct bearing on domestic 
clandestine collection of positive intelligence* 

In view of the fact this is being held very tightly ahd 
• it will take several days for me to review necessary files and 
make proper analysis of Mr. Helms* letter, it is believed 
desirable to advise Mr. Helms that this matter is under study 
at the Bureau and that the Director will ccsmunicate with him 
further upon completion of our analysis. In the meantime, I 
am going over this matter very thoroughly and will submit the 
results of my analysis to the Director for Ms consideration 
and will attach a suggested additional coE3a®nication to Mr. Helms. 



RECOMMENDATION : _. 

r That the attached letter go forward to Mr. Helms 
advising him of the receipt of his letter and that this matter 
is receiving analysis by the jBureau. 

I Xhis document is prepared in response to your request and is not for dissemi¬ 
nation outside your Committee. Its use is limited to official-proceedings by 
• 1 your Committee and the content may not be disclosed to unauthorized person- 
; i nel without the express approval of the FB I , • 

v-vJ 
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♦ UNITED STATES GO v jJjlNMENT 

Memorandum 


♦ I 


fo : Mi*. C. D. DeLoacfy 


date-. March 24, 1970 


FROM 


W. C. Sullivan 


RELATIONS WITH £IA__ 

The attached memorandum dated 3-23-70 reported the 
receipt of a letter dated 3-11-70 from Richard Helms, Director 
6f CIA referring to agreements between the Bureau and the CIA 
Concerning our mutual efforts in the collection of positive 
intelligence in the United States. This memorandum recommended 
that the letter which was attached go to Mr. Helms acknowleagin 
the receipt of his letter and advising that the matter was unde 
Consideration at the Bureau. The Director asked that a deadline 
be set. 

A preliminary evaluation of the nine matters which have 
been presented by CIA indicate that they wi ll require extensive 
tJU jc revie w and ctudv in order that the nertxnent asbects ox 
Cach matter as it affects FBI interests and responsibility may bei 
properly considered. It is my judgment that these matters 
.lend themselves to the preparation of a series of about six 
jiiemoranda with accompanying letters to CIA. To attempt to handle' 
jthem in an all-inclusive memoranda might result in a lengthy 
land u nwieldy docum ent. Therefore, if approved, the matters raise' 
by CIA wili be handled in a series of six memoranda, the first of 
Which is now being completed and will be sent through for 
Approval not later than t omorrow. The remainder will be sub¬ 
mitted in three-day intervalsj thereafter. _ . 

ACTION: - / 


For information 






/ O’WX* JECtZtjL/Va-' 

: : —A- ' 


This document is prepared in response to pour request and is not for dissent 
nation outside your Committee. Its use is limited to officio 7 noeeedinas by 
■ your Committee and the confent.may not be disclosed toimauthZiZldllL™ 
■itel-wifkotoi?- the expf^ approval' of tKe'FBI' ■ need person*. , 
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TO-- 

0 

FROM 


©MlOHAl KHO. 10 
MAT X9H tOITION 
OJA C5H. JtO. HO. 2* 


t 


J0t0«104 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

' ; 

Mr. G. D. DeLoach 
W. C. SullivasC • 


DATE: 3/2B/70 


SUBJECT: 


RELATIONS WITH CIA 


Reference is made to my attached Memoranda of 3/23 and 
3/24/70 with reference to our response to CIA’s letter to us . 
of 3/11/70. ^ 

In accordance with the Director’s instructions, the * 
matter is being given attention ana the various subject matters 
raised by CIA are being studied. It is contemplated that our 
memorandum and letter for the Director’s approval will be ready 
by Monday, 3/30/70. 


ACTION: 


For information, 







all information contained 

~ • . (/?£) 


This document is prepared in response to your reou^f .v ^ 

nation outside your'Committee. Us ivse if,limitedto Sir! f»rdiszem~ 
your Committee and the content may not be disclosed 6jr 

ml without the express approval of the FBI . ° umuthonze ^ persa&* 
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to t Mr. C. D. DeLoach 

• C 

from : Wo C. Sullivan 

O 

SUBJECT: RELATIONS WITH CENTRAL _ 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 


DATE: 




Reference my memorandum 3/25/70 concerning letter 3/20/70 
from CIA Director Helms. In letter, Helms expresses full agreement 
with Director’s view that intelligence collection efforts of FBI and CIA 
must be closely coordinated and that periodic reappraisal of such efforts 
is required. He has invited Director’s desires as to how such reassessments 
can be best conducted. He refers to 1966 conference between Bureau and , 
CIA representatives, which resulted in agreement covering certain phases of 
- intelligence collection, and suggests additional discussions at this time. 



IIcliuo h ac listed nine speci fic .areas for possible discussion at 
conference between~Bureau and CIA. He states he would sincerely welcome 
Director’s observations on his proposed agenda. Specific items listed by 

Helms are set forth hereinafter together with my observations. 

* 

• * * . . 

1. Electronic Surveillance Coverage (Elsurs) 

Helms notes Bureau has been receptive in past to requests for 
this type coverage and has capability and. experience in this field which Cannes 
be duplicated by any other U.S. agency. Helms refers to October, 1969, 

CIA request for elsur coverage of two ; visiting U.S., one of 

whom had KGB connections. Bureau advised CIA at that time that it should 
refer such requests directly to Attorney General (AG) for approval. Helms 
suggests question of such coverage be reopened between FBI and CIA 
representatives, adding that this coverage_shpqid be rigidly controlled^ 

»• « -t « ■ 

]'* - /•' Comment: .We have always been highly selective in our use of 

elsurs, particularly during recent years in view of sensitive nature of this 
type coverage, legal considerations, and manpower commitments. CIA . 
which has no pros ecutive_responsibiliti.es, may.not understand the Bureau’s 
jx>sRion in this matter or need for great selectivity but J do not feel Director . 
should modify stand taken.in .October, 1969, that CIA should seek approval 
Erectly from AG. Helms’ point that no other U.S. agency has capability cf 
FBI in this field may have merit and when CIA can "first Cle&rlyTastify request 

NATIONAL SECURITY TNFOKMATI 
Unauthorized Disclosure 
Subj'ect to Criminal Sanctions 


^Exempt from^EyS^Categor v ^^S 
Date of Declassificationfttdefinit#__ 
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Memorandum for Mr. 4 DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONS WITH CIA 




for this-type coverage to the AG, if the Director wishes we could consider 
handling actual installationspn a highly selective basis as we currently do 
On with respect to meritorious requests by State Department. Each one, of 

course, would be judged on its own merits. But,, there should be nochange^ 
ir. a. our October. 1969. positio n that CIA must first get"approval for such covers 
from AG. } 

2. Mail Coverage 

; ■. Helms cites importance of this as intelligence tool, which has 

been proven in past. He has impression it has been discontinued and suggest 
! FBI-CIA representatives confer to determine whether such coverage could be 

used with regard to investigations of Soviet bloc. New Left, and foreign' agent; 

Comment: In line with Director's instructions, we have disconthr 

* . this coverage in recent years. We know that other Federal agencies, includir 

Army and CIA, utilize this type coverage frequently and often with success 
such as we experienced ourselves in the past. Both Army and CIA regularly 
. make available to us results of their coverage abroad concerning individuals 
of interest to Bureau. This type coverage is sensitive and Helms has not 
spelled out specifically what CIA may have in mind here. This type coverage 
is too sens itive-tQ..ba_discusse.d-imwritteiLjc.orxespondenae. I recommend 
[ ^ that we seek further information in direct discussions with CIA before 

[t** deciding on our course of action. Of course no com mitments.oLanvJdnd 

| ***£“,£ Will be made and all issues raised will be referred to the Director for a 
(decision. , 

I /C 0/-±X^-UL, I 

7 *Z. CIA Technical Services 

Helms calls attention to recent technical and scientific equipment 
recently developed by CIA in the counterintelligence field ( s&vsnft'B 

M&THobS . ). He indicates willingness to share 

* such equipment and developments with Bureau and indicates he would welcoirj 

suggestions as to how such equipment can be better employed. '! 

| Comment: While it is no t likely CIA has developed equipment of I 

tiusjype. which is. not already .known to .FBI Laboratory and while some of 
• equipment to which Helms alludes may have no applicability to our needs, I 
lao not believe we have anything to lose by exploring this on a selective basis 
•Qualified personnel from FBI Laboratory could confer with appropriate CLA 
representatives to insure we have benefit of any recent scientific advances 
*\tt***?:-y**- Realized by CLA. _ vV - -&:*****• x-o*. • 


CONTINUED - OVER 




- 2 - 


HW 55036 Dodd: 32989616 Page 87 


•til bp 



r Memorandum for Mr/ I^jLoach 
RE: RELATIONS WITH^iA 


4. Courses in Positive Intelligence Requirements and Reporting 

Helms offers to make available to us training courses in positive 
intelligence for purpose of discussing in depth theneeds of the intelligence 
community, including CIA. 

t 

Comma nt: I see no need for this at this time . We have a high ly 
effectiv e and, co mp rehens ive tr aining program for our Agents in security work 
and I see no necessity for training lectures by CIA personnel. We regularly 
receive from CIA copies of the Current Intelligence Reporting List which out¬ 
lines priorities and requirements of other U.S. intelligence agencies in particu¬ 
lar areas of positive intelligence. These Lists are reviewed by appropriate 
supervisors at SOG and are then furnished on regular basis to interested field 
offices. If any new developments occur in this field, we can always reconsider 
' if we wish. But as stated there is.no need at this time , 

5. Seminars on Opposition Services 




Helms suggests that FBI and CIA specialists concerning hostile 
— intelligence services meet ~s needed to keep ?J?ne3,st of new devourments 
and patterns on part of hostile intelligence agencies. He feels such 
discussions should provide an opportunity to possibly devise new means to 
penetrate or neutralize enemy forces. 

/ 

Comment: I do not believe there is any need fo r conferences of 
^ ype re ferre.d..tQ_by..Helms^exc ept on an mfrequent-basis. Of course, where 
special circumstances warrant and provided such conferences are tightly 
controlled by Bureau and specifically approved by Director there would be 
no reason to object to them per se. 

60 Live Bloc Sources 

■ • • Helms refers to prior cooperation between FBI and CIA in handling 

of communist bloc defectors and penetration agents but expresses belief there 
is room for improvement in establishing more uniform exploitation of these 
sources. He invites Director’s suggestions for better coordination and evalua¬ 
tion of live source information. 



I Comment: Our 1966 conferences and agreement with CIA were 

|largely concerned with coordination and handling of live sources. This agree- 
. ment has_pr.oven effective, as.Helms.agrees. I am.ji.pt aware of any need for 
modifying the 1966 understanding but this is an area which is quite sensitive ar.a 
Helms has not spelled out what he may have in mind. I feel we should listen 
to any proposals CIA may have to offer on this point in direct discussions with 


their representatives, 
would be referred to-t] 


Again, no co mmitments would be made and any propos; 
aJDirector for a decision. _ 


3 - 


CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum for Mr.' DeO^-ch 
RE: RELATIONS WITH d 


live Sources in Non-Bloc Area 

Helms points out diplomatic sources in this area, especially 
critical Middle East and Latin-American fields, could provide much needed 
intelligence. He urges the full potential of tins area be explored by repre¬ 
sentatives of both agencies. ' j 



Comment: This is very similar to previous point ( 6 ) and again 
involves 1966 agreement. I think our approach should be the same : namely, 
■while we are not aware of any problems in this area we could listen to any 


proposals CIA has to make and, of course, we would refer them to the Director 


• prior to taking any action. 


on-c 


80 New Left and Racial Matters 


■ . Helms notes that there is already a substantial exchange of inf or 

mation in this area and cites close connections between subversive elements 
in U 0 S„ and abroad. He suggests we consider how we can best employ our 



J - - i. JLl-1- 

LU liiOCc ±\LLiO C-tXi, w ii 


international ir* 


Comment: We have carefully reviewed this situation and-Xeel-CL4 
I coul d definitely provide morj^irforpnation.concerning activities of New Left 
j ^djblacli^xtremists while traveling abroad and additional data concerning 
i foreign funding or support of subversive activities in U.S. We furnish a 
great deal of information to CIA regarding foreign aspects of the extremist 
movement developed through our investigations. As to manpower commitment 
our own use of manpower is, of course, under constant review. There are 
heavy manpower demands on FBI in a host of areas (organized crime, civil 
rights, applicant investigations, etc.) outside the security field. I. would, be 
defin itely,opposed to any_di scu ssions. wdth.CIA .involvin g the a llocation of. manpo 
bv ei ther agency.. This, is.a matter fo r eac h agen cy to d e cid e inJtsmwrubest 
I mter.ests, axL<Llud£mgJit. 0-^>C 

(L Relations With Domestic-Field Offices and Legal Attaches - 

ij 

jj Helms expresses belief there are no serious conflicts in this area 

tjrut there may be room to improve quality of liaison so as to expand intelli¬ 
gence collection efforts, particularly in view of changing conditions both here 
£nd abroad. • 

I Comment: As indicated, Helms does not perceive any serious pro 

Kern s in this area eicner in U.S. or abroad. Our policy has always been tru: 

' &ny matters of substance involving liaison with CIA or other agencies must be 

CONTINUED - OVER - 










MemoranS^ip for Mr.' DeLoach 
HE: RELATIONS WITH CIA 


r <5 iTO-i 


handled at headquarters level. To do. otherwise co.uld.result injoose.adminis- 
trative control. I feel that we should ..adhere strictly to our. long-standing policy 
inTKis co nnection and I_see no_need f or ,discusaonsjyith CIA on this issue. 

O Atr i 

RECOMMENDED REPLY TO HELMS: • \ 


I do not believe the Director shouM seek to furnish d etaile d 
observations regarding the Bureau’s position os the various mat ters suggested 
by Helms. Many of them are quite sensitive anal complex and there is nothing 
to be gained by spelling out the Director's vievs m..writing on such matters. 

I Accordingly, I recommend that a gen eral re ply be sent to Helms indicating 
our willingness to meet with CIA representatives for direct discussions on • 
those points which merit further elaboration or where we might at least be 
willing to listen to any CIA proposals. G-fC- A • 

Bearing in mind specific observations set forth above, I think 
our reply to Helms should show we are amenable to direct conferences with 
| CIA on certai n of these issues but we sho uld iixacatejye_s ee n othing to be 


(5) Seminars on Opposition Services; (8) New Left and Racial Zvfatters; 

. and (9) Relations With Domestic Field Offices md Legal Attaches. With 
regard to the other points, any discussions with CIA would be strictly within 
current policies laid down by the Director anff no commitments,would be 
made by Bure au repress ntatives. All matters req uir in g a de cis i on whi ch 
• Plight aris' ejyouIdTHe jreferre d to the Dire ctor^r a decisipn. 

If the Director desires, _ ; and myself would 

represent the Bureau in such meetings with C3A representatives. On a 
selective basis, other officials of Domestic Infeiligence Division could be 
asked to join me as required. Cy'yL" 

ACTION: M\ 

f V 

I Attached for the Director’s approisaB is a. letter to Helms in line 

with the foregoing observations. .... 


I 








March 31, 1970 


Honorable Richard Helms 
Director 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Washington, D. ,C. 

Dear Mr. Helms: 




TfS&^£ •SSfe**-' 

; 03. ‘ ' ' 


I have carefully reviewed your letter of March 20 setting 
out your observations with respect to various matters of mutual interest. 
I certainly appreciate your kind comments concerning me and I share 
your convictions as to the need for close coordination of our intelligence 
collection activities in behalf of the national security. 


Your letter suggested nine particular areas which might be 
the subject of further discussions aimed at improving the coordination of 
our operations. A number of these topics are highly sensitive and complex 
and I will therefore make no effort here to set forth my views in detail. 

However, in response to your letter and as a prelude to any direct discus¬ 
sions on these matters, certain observations on my part may be appropriate. 

* 

With regard to electronic surveillance and mail coverage, 
there is no question as to the frequent value of such operations inr develop¬ 
ing needed intelligence. On the other hand, the use of these measures in 
domestic investigations poses a number of problems which may not be 
encountered in similar operations abroad. There is widespread concern 
by the American public regarding the possible misuse of this type coverage. 
Moreover, various legal considerations must be borne in mind, including 
the impact such coverage may have on our numerous prosecutive responsi¬ 
bilities. The FBI's effectiveness has always depended in large measure on 
Out capacity to retain the full,confidence of the American people. The use 
of any investigative measures which infringe on traditional rights of privacy 
must therefore be scrutinized, most carefully. Within this framework,. however, 
I would be willing to consider any proposals your Agency may~tnaKe? 
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. • Your offer to make available certain technical equipment 
developed by the Agency is most welcome and I fully reciprocate your 
willingness to- cooperate in the exchange of relevant scientific data* 

I am prepared to designate appropriate representatives of the FBI 
Laboratory to meet with CIA technical personnel at any mutually 

convenient time. » ; 

* • 1 

1 

With respect to the inclusion of positive intelligence courses 
in our training curricula, I am sure you will recognize that our training 
programs must be designed primarily to fulfill our own widespread and 
demanding responsibilities. While I appreciate your offer, I do not 
feel it would be feasible at this time to include the proposed courses 
in our training schedules. I would certainly have no objection to the 
holding of seminars between specialists of our two agencies in selective 
. areas of interest when justified by specific circumstances. 


Concerning the coordination of FBI-CIA activities in the 
exploitation of live sources, both in the communist bloc field and with regard 
to key nonbloc establishments, I am not'aware of any significant problems. 
The 1966 agreement between our agencies was concerned directly with this 
question and I have no changes to suggest in the ground rules at this time. ; 
However, in the event your Agency has some* specific -proposals to make,' 

I would welcome hearing further from you in this connection. 


There is already a considerable exchange -of information 
between our agencies concerning New Left and racial extremist matters. 
Frequently, as you have pointed out, there have been substantial connections 
between subversive and extremist elements in the United States and their 
counterparts abroad. We will continue to furnish your Agency information 
being developed by the Bureau which might have a bearing on your 
intelligence requirements. At the same time, we are definitely in need of 
additional information from your Agency as to the foreign aspects of the 
extremist movement in the United States, including foreign funding and 
support of local extremist organizations. While I do not believe there is 
any need for detailed discussions on this point, if you have any specific 
suggestions to make we would be pleased to consider them. 

* / 



NW 55036, Docld:32989616 Page 92 


• V 










. . Similarly, I am not aware of any major problems which exist 
at this time in connection with the coordination of our field liaison 
.operations. . It has been my long-standing policy that serious questions 
affecting the coordination of our activities with other Government 
agencies should be handled and controlled at a headquarters level in 
prder to avoid administrative confusion and misunderstanding. 

In line with my letter of March 11 and the observations 
contained in your- letter of March 20, I will in the immediate future 
■ designate appropriate officials of the Bureau to meet with your representatives 
for detailed discussions of these matters. It is my earnest hope that such 
'conferences will lead, to a sharpened understanding of the responsibilities 
and objectives of our respective agencies and will serve to promote more 
effective cooperation in our joint commitment to the national intelligence • 
needs, - 

i . Sincerely yours, 

J. Edgar Hoover 

# 
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•^"SJNITEP STATES GOvJfc-'MENT 


/ Memorandum 

; Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


DATE: April 14 » 1970 



VBCldSSp'lSp BySl 


ROM : W. C. Sulliva^. 

4 • 

ubject^j^X^-PJONS WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 



Reference my memorandum 3/30/70 summarizing proposals of 
CIA Director Helms regarding FBI-CIA coordination in intelligence collection 
activities. Director approved meetings between CIA and Bureau representa¬ 
tives to further explore these matters. 


; ' On afternoon of 4/13/70, _ 'Mah£ .., / and hts6tp met 

briefly with postboy - .. CIA, 

and of his staff. This session was strictly exploratory 

in nature and was aimed at defining the scope and limitations of our 
discussions with CIA on the points in question MAttB noted that CIA 


Director Helms will be closely 


-f fO 7 r^TTTT *nrr 

1U1XU II -4.4*^-, 


the outcome of these discussions 


and is personally interested in resolving any current problems in this area. 


’ " yAMS indicated that Q A would like to direct initial attention 
to two of the items cited by Helms, namely, the question of audio (electronic 
surveillance) coverage and the suggestion that FBI and CIA specialists in the 
communist bloc field hold periodic seminars to coordinate our information. 
The Bureau's position regarding electronic surveillance coverage, as 
outlined in the Director's letter to Helms of 3/31/70, was reitereatea with 
emphasis upon the problems such coverage often pose with regard to 
prosecution as well as adverse public reaction to this type coverage. 


I made the point that the Bureau has not received the necessary- 
support in this area from responsible quarters; that in the past the Bureau 
had a substantial amount of coverage of this type in the interest of both our 
own counterintelligence responsibilities as well as the national security 
interest but that we have had to retrench in recent years largely as a result 
of the lack of support for such operations. 


yfirHP 'noted that in response to CIA’s request for electronic 
coverage of two who were suspected KGB. agents in the Fall 

of 1969, the Bureau had requested that th^ take thisjGaatterjju with the 



I 
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NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATIO 
Unauthorized Disclosure 
Subject to Criminal Sanctions 
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Memorandum for Mr. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONS WITH CIA - 



t 


Attorney General. He said that CIA has been giving the question of 
approaching the Attorney General considerable thought but this would 
involve a whole new set of procedures and policy considerations which 
would have to be carefully considered. said that his staff was in 

the process of drawing up a proposal on this point for Mr. Helms to 
consider and that they would probably have something specific for the 
Bureau to consider at a-subsequent meeting. 


\ 


Concerning the proposed seminar, in line with the Director’s 
letter to Helms 3/31/70, I pointed out that we would certainly have no 
obmction to such conferences where the occasion justified them. From 

remarks, it appears that CIA is primarily interested here in the 
Soviet field and would like to furnish the Bureau with details of an extensive 
i-es ear eh px eject CIA has under in recent vears to correlate all available 
source information regarding known Soviet intelligence agents. This 
apparently would not involve any commitment by the Bureau and would represe 
essentially an opportunity for us to see what CIA has done in this field and 
how it might tie in with any current Bureau interest. When CIA submits any 
firm proposals in this regard, we will submit specific recommendations. 

//AA) & said that CIA would be in touch with us when they have 
firmed up various proposals and at that time " and' 

will meet with them again as required. The Director, of course, will be 
kept fully informed and no commitments will be made without his prior 
approval. 


ACTION: 


For information. 
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date: June 22, 1961 
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DeLoachi 
Evans — 
Mu*one _ 
Rosefe"^ 



* /' 
>. 0. L’Allier /___ 


9" 


Tele. Room. 
Hgram *. _ 

STSS 


t*,vs v «,T? 


LIAISON T/ITK IMMIGRATION AND NAJUSALI2ATION SERVICE ‘(life).*/ i 

,s . . ——-T-- ..- " -V .Otccs^ 


.-Sirs by £A SaiUpapicn, wno arso nanaj.es liaison with xne aenxrayujj^j- 
: **cIU'’cnce Agency (CIA). Tne purpose or-this memorandum is /' 

* 4 'rcccSr.cnd that 3A Papich be relieved of his assignment with 
| ; ^ in order to devote full time to CIA. j) 

During the early years of General Swing’s tenure in. y* 
liaison with that agency was a particularly delicate assignment 
several occasions it was necessary for SA Papich to-stand up 
; ccaeral Swing and straighten him out insofar as that individual 
straightened. The situation now appears to be changed. 

I ..-*sral Swing may not be at IKS much longer and, in any event, he • \ 

i '.a sot created any special problems for us during the current ^ 

I |«ar* ' M 

On the other hand, CIA continues to be one of the most ' ' N 

S* arrant liaison assignments as well as' one of the most time 
< *‘-u..ir.g. Proper handling of this assignment now requires the 

* . »;i tisc and attention of a Liaison Supervisor and it is believed. 1 

; t'-ts U. Papich should be relieved of his INS assignment in order • ry 

* %* Csvote his entire attention to CIA. * ^ 

* . . SA Robert H. Kaynes has demonstrated.that he^is an able, 

•s^rs, and productive Supervisor in his liaison handling of such . g 
t_s‘.:.es as the Department of Commerce the Federal Communications 
x * iiiion, the Civil Aeronautics Board, the-Department of Health, /l S 
on and Welfare ana approximatel y 3u ot her mjsc_ellaneQUSu fs § 


$*■*■* + 

* „ * u 


;aes* believe he carThandle INS in addition to these otfcjgjs-i 


'«r,ts. 


****' y%> ysV — 

If you approve, liaison responsibility for INS will bj£ 
erred from SA Papich to SA' Kaynes. - 3 M / tL L f MM-F. 


r' f *'--UIvan 

**c>Jch • : j 

' ec «3r 

«•* Mi 


Q> 


^£ 1 $ -54 .-® 


8' JUl - 5 1961 


f A . . 

MM V ' v / • Y 

•’ PEES. F&E5 
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UNCODED 


R5TJSST OF THE BUREAU : ' 

1 In the course of future contacts with CIA in these 

cases, it is anticipated that CIA representatives may at times 
request information relating to Subjects' background, habits, 
and characteristics, as well as any available photographs. 


T The Bureau is requested to advise if it will be per¬ 

missible to orally furnish such background’ information to the 
CIA representative and to furnish copies cf photographs, if 
they are available. 


The Bureau is also requested to advise if the establi sh¬ 
ment of liaison on the field office level with CIA's I uncoded | 

" uncoded | envisages the furnishing of reports and .letter- 

head memos to this Service at the field office level where they 
have a legitimate interest in the Subject. • 
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Leads 


' 3A1~IK0RE AND NEWARK: 


Baltimore and Newark are requested to advise Philadelphia 
whether or* not the above arrangements are. satisfactory for 
eases in their territory. 

i 

PITTSBURGH: - ‘ • ; i 

ittsburgh is requested to advise Philadelphia of liaison 
r-r-angemert.s made with the Pittsburgh Office of the Domestic 
cntact Service of CIA, so this office will be able to 
rcpsrly handle eases within this category which may be lo~ 
ated in the State College, Pa., area. 


1 

j 
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TO 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


Mr. C, D. DeLoach 


■ ifei fi 

DATE: 6/25/70 


from : w. C. Sullivan 

• .A 

J 

SUBJECT: LIAISON WITH' CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE . . 
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The Director has inquired regarding the nature of 
}|any liaison existing between the Washington Field Office (WFO) 
'and CIA. Limited liaison does exist, being addressed to 
specific operational cases and name checks. 

**- ' » 

, - WFO, of necessity, is in contact with CIA concerning 

’ specific cases in the espionage field. For example, WFO handles 

leads to interview the Soviet defector. Yuri Nosenko, who is _ 

under CIA control and support. | 


JiTFCAct--6.(1) (B) 


In addition. 


J’E’FC"'fte-t-...6.(1) (B) 


No liaison is conducted with respect to policy matters and the 
objective of all contacts is the handling of immediate opera¬ 
tional matters. 


ACTION: 


For the Director’s information. 




O Q 


1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Sullivan 
1 - Hr. Branigan 
1 — Mr. Gray 
1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. Cassidy 


Sue 





/ *- 




IS JUL 



\l is 


/. 


-L 


GAD:mlra 
(7) 







■ 15 03 ».19 


/ Ls* 


6/25/70 ADDENDUM BY,MR. TOLSONV 

f^v-Vthoughtral/such contacts were to be handled by letter. 

k -'"T ^__ _ Z. 
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OPTIONAL FOftM NO. 10 
MAT 1*6J COITION 
OSa GEN. REO. NO. 27 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


: Mr. C-. D. DeLoach 


^>1 \y 


TO : Mr. C-. D. DeLoach^Jo'^ date: 6/26/70 

. • • ^.X. 1‘^OPMTIQS CONTAINED 

FROM : W. C. -Sullivan . ^,, RVh m ISU>3CMSSI?IED . 

. n 

SUBJECT: L iAIS0N WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE 


Tolson — 
DeLoach . 

Walters_ 

Mohr_ 

Bishop — 
Casper — 
Callahan . 
Conrad — 

Felt- 

Gale_ 




: W. C. Sullivan 


Boyars - 

Tele. Room . 
Holmes__ 




My attached memorandum, 6/25/70, discussed the 
operational contacts between the Washington Field Office 
(WFO) and CIA’s local domestic operations office* Mr. Tolson 
noted ”1 thought all such contacts were to be handled by 
letter” and the Director said ”1 most certainly intended 
the same.” We are instructing WFO accordingly. 

It is possible that other field offices have working- 
ilevel contact with the CIA offices in their territories. If 
Jthe Director desires, similar instructions will be issued to 
■them. 

ACTION : 

(1) Attached for approval is a letter to WFO 
instructing that all future contacts with CIA are to be 
handled by letter. L 


)Ch 

(2) If the Director desires, an SAC Letter will be 
prepared containing similar instructions, applicable to all 
offices. ^ , 

t\ •( X ^ 

Enclosures I' i/f^l 

1 - Mr. DeLoach P:\~flfU l REQ-2Q, 

1 - Mrv Sullivan . ‘ 

1 - Mr. Branigan 

1 - Mr. Gray * JUL 10 1970 / (\/7 

1 - Mr. Wannall . ) 

1 - Liaison • &nr; 

1 - Mr. Cassidy 'O . ( 

GAD:mlm J . _ —j 




?5 JUL 10 1970 




mpy c,2~ 
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SAC, Washington Field 

Director, 

jfajMSm WITH €Mma intelligence agency 

WASHINGTO N FIELD QffFl Cr~ ‘—— 


6/26/70 

1 - Mr 0 DeLoach 
1 - Mr 0 Sullivan 
1 - Mr. Branigan 
1 - Mr, Gray 
1 - Mr, Wannall 
1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. Cassidy 


Henceforth, all contacts with the Central Intel- 



NOTE: 


f 


i 

i 

i 



Tolson — 
DeLoach 
Walters __ 

Mont- 

Bishop — 
Casper _ 
Callahan 
Conrad _ 

Felt- 

Gale- 

Rosen _ 
Sullivan 
Tavel_ 


See memo W. C. Sullivan to C. D, DeLoach, 6/26/70, 



Soyars - 

Tele. Room 

Holmes_ 

Gandy- 
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UNEXCISED VERSIONS OF DOCUMENTS 
FURNISHED TO SSC IN RESPONSE TO 
REQUEST IN APPENDIX C, PART I, 
ITEM NUMBER 9. 
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i''-r, J. -Idgar Hoover 
ui rector 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear i-ir. Hoover: 



* 


tarch ?, 1970 


BECkSsiF 

a a ISZk-Q jL - 



I ask that you approve nr y request to retire from Bureau service 
and, if it is convenient, to have this retirement become effective Arril 
* Af<-' u 3 

For several weeks I have been giving this matter serious thought? 
•since I began questioning my capability to bring about a better coordin¬ 
ated effort directed against foreign intelligence targets, oarticulnrly 
those of the Communist-Bloc. I have always aimed for perfection, but I 
do not find that the desired results are being achieved. For almost 18 
years I have handled an assignment during a oeriod of turbulent, hectic, 
and controversial developments in the area of Internal Security - U, S, 
Intelligence, It was most challenging, very rewarding, but also punish¬ 
ing, Because of this deep involvement I now realize that I have badly 
neglected my responsibilities as a father and husband, kith the time I 
may have left I would like to give my family the attention it rightfully 
:deserves. 


T.|. _ . ' • ' * * • T ■; « 1 > 1 • ■ \ ^ 

10 wOuiu uy uxououcs&o ui iue? ijl x uiuu * o oulteixsii o uu outi xty— 

cent events which have led to the severance of direct liaison with the 
Central Intelligence Agency. Since I have been the principal Bureau ele¬ 
ment in the day to day relations between the organizations, it has been 
my responsibility to anticipate problems, move in on the situation, and 
protect Bureau interests in ?.n efficient and effective manner, I have re¬ 
viewed my position in this latest development, and I certainly must share 
'responsibility for the tragic turn of events, I believe that I might have 
> employed better perception by following developments in Denver more closely, 
II deeply regret this. I do not like to fail. I do not like to lose. 

I have been involved in intelligence operations dating back to 
our S.I.S. history, and I think I can speak with some authority in stat¬ 
ing that never in cur history has this nation been faced with greater se¬ 
curity threats from communist intelligence services who, through police 
state organizations, have developed unusually sophisticated capabilities 
to strike at our vulnerabilities of a democratic and free society. A 
continuing and priority .target of the Bloc is to penetrate and solit or 
cisrupt our internal security and intelligence organizations. Contrary to 
the tempo of the times many years ago, there is hardly an intelligence op¬ 
eration or an internal security case which does not have direct or indirect 
international ramifications. The course of events and the highly capable 
effectiveness of Communist-Bloc intelligence services have placed increas¬ 
ing burdens on us and have necessitated close -working relations with CIA, 

, military intelligence services and other agencies. The complex nature of 
many cases, the rapid means of travel and communication, the ’daily occur¬ 
ence of emergency typo political developments in various parts of the 
world have warranted direct liaison with approximately twenty CIA offic¬ 
ials on a daily basis. In addition, there are about thirty officials 


idontacted with lesser frequency. 
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Intelligence Board its sub-commi 1 toes which ccvd^natters such as 
handling ox do lector:.’, 4 development of computer programs, leaks of classi¬ 
fied in formation and "reduction of intelligence studies. Our Leg-1 At¬ 
taches have reason to contact, CIA on a regular basis, and although it has 
been a small volume of business,' the lino cf communication between our do¬ 
mestic offices and local CIA representatives has been def:ln.itely useful. 
The daily business with CJA relates to hundreds of cases pertaining to 
activities-of all Coranunist~31oc sei’vices, the few Left, Black National¬ 
ists, the Communist Party and related organizations, and political crises 

Theoretic- 
d- 


such as Vietnam, the Middle Last, and Latin America, 


m areas s 

'ally, all business c-uild be handled by mail, but from a urnctic-l :->v s: 
'point such a procedure will le-d to unbelievable chaos. There will be 
'almost insurmountable obstacles if vie are to discharge our duties .in a 
‘responsible ronnner end if ve are to counter a relentless enemy in the 
interest of national security. Because interests of other agencies are 
| frequently intertwined with cases involving the Bureau and CIA, the break 
jin FBI-CIA liaison will adversely affect our liaison with such agencies. 

I think you will share my alarm over the consequences once the 
word is received by the "troops" in all U. S„ agencies that FBI and TLA 
no longer have any liaison. Unfortunately, there will be individuals who 
will maliciously distort and misinterpret the true facts. Within a short 
period, there will be stories in the press, and worst of all the Commu¬ 
nist-Bloc services will pick up a choice entree for the promotion of sub¬ 
tle, skillful and extremely harmful disruption. I am absolutely convinced 
that the intelligence services of Great Britain, France, Vest Germany ~"d 
others c-.ro ’well pw-u titrated by une oovuets, I can't believe th»t the Phil- 
bys, the Blakes, the Alger Hisses were the last of the penetrations. I 
mention this because if such penetrations exist, the break in relations 
between the FBI and CIA will provide a basis for promoting further rifts. 
This is the first tine in our history that such an event has occurred, and 
it is difficult to believe that the enemy will not make every effort to 
reap the greatest profit possible. Briefly, Mr. Hoover, I have too much 
respect for you and our FBI to expose us to a potentially disastrous situ¬ 
ation o 

Although the Denver incident is a blight on the relations be¬ 
tween the FBI and CIA, it would be most unfair of me not to comment on 
•the dedicated and selfless efforts of numerous individuals in CIA who 
strived for honest and harmonious relations. As a result of their en¬ 
deavors there have been many services performed in behalf of the Bureau 
including notable and outstanding accomplishments. VJe have been furnished 
sources, informants, solid productive cases, technical advice and equip¬ 
ment, and there have been instances of cooperation which led to substan¬ 
tial saving of Bureau funds.. There also have been examples of alertness 
on the part of CIA employes which prevented Bureau commission of errors 
and averted embarrassment. Among some of the more significant examples 
of cooperation I cite the excell.ent and badly needed assistance of CIA 
in the Hudolph Abel case. I also refer to the Agency's providing us with 
.one of the better’ criminal informants we have had in recent years in the 
person of Herbert Itkin. I only refer to the foregoing to emphasize 
that, if at all possible, we should preserve the good friends and the 
supporters of the Bureau, 

It is recognized that one can also present a bill of partic¬ 
ulars relating to examples of poor cooperation and deliberate skuldug¬ 
gery. I hold no brief for those in C LA, who disrupted relations between 
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*bhe too agencies been®) of uncalled-for actions, Soi^Pef those wore the 
parasites who cemuendcoat.Uric bureaucratic empires, never •nro''uccd a cre¬ 
ative ido*’, and lived off «.hc errors of the dedicated people. I bold eve 
that an honest and bhorc'Vrh e:r-n:ln->tion will reveal that the presence of 
such types at the present time is negligible or their influence is almost 
completely neutralized. Unfortunately, CIA also believes that in the 
past we did not always act in a forthright manner, and the Agency undoubt¬ 
edly could-present a. list of grievances. You may not realize that a few 
years ago we enjoyed a eoor reputation among CIA employes. VJe were char¬ 
acterized as being devious and there was a decided atmosphere of mistrust. 
Happily, that is not the situation today, I am confident that you can go 
into any segment of CIA, here and abroad, and j^ou will find that Fidelity, 
Bravery, and Integrity are sincerely related to the FBI, The problems in 
past years primarily arose from unbelievably poor communication among In¬ 
terested parties. This coiumunication has been greatly improved because of 
the efforts of many dedicated people, Nevertheless, there is room for 
improvement. In our own Bureau tnere are numerous officials and employes 
who have little or no knowledge of the background and the principles of 
the National Security A.ct of '19U7 and of the National Security Council 
Directives. In addition, these same people have a vague conception of 
the objectives and functions of an intelligence organization. Similarly, 
within CIA there are very many whose conception of the FBI, its juris¬ 
diction, its objectives, its law enforcement character, is shocking at 
times, Tremendous progress has been made, but it is not easy to harmon¬ 
iously coordinate the operations of an organization designed to operate 
in a clandestine manner with an agency which is basically a law enforce¬ 
ment body, This difiuty ■* s further aggravated bv.^-.-uo« oui relations nip 
is still composed of a fragile fabric, die incident potentially can de¬ 
stroy years of constructive effort, 

lir. Hoover, I respectfully request that you reconsider the 
decision to sever liaison with the Central Intelligence Agency, I appeal 
to you to leave the door open for further deliberation because I am con¬ 
fident this conflict can be satisfactorily resolved. I believe that my 
removal from the scene provides the opportunity to appoint another agent 
who will measure up to your desired capabilities and who will be able to 
rapidly resolve the problem with a new and fresh approach. It is a good 
time to reexamine our relations with CIA and to make adjustments satis¬ 
factory to you, 

I sincerely regret that this situation arose, since I readily 
appreciate you are burdened with so many heavy responsibilities. Yet I 
feel that I had a firm obligation and duty to communicate with you be¬ 
cause of the very nature of my assignment these many years and because 
of my involvement in this controversial case. 

* Ky years with the Bureau gave me more satisfaction than anyone 
can imagine. You would have to know me better to appreciate this. I 
want to assure you that wherever I go or whatever I do I will be prepared 
to be of service in any cause which involves the preservation of a strong 
and respected FBI, 

Sincerely yonrs_,_ 




Sam Papich O' 
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UNITED STATES G 


SOIO-1C* 

EKNMENT 


Memorandum 


FROM 



C. D, DeLoach 


C. Sullivan 



date: March 5, 1970 

r>scx^ ss ^ a \ 


SUBJECT: /RELATIONSHIPS WITH: CIA 


Xtiached is a memorandum dictated by Special Agent 
Sam J. Papich in response to the Director’s request for the 
identification of the instances Papich had in mind when in 
his retirement request he indicated that CIA "believes that 
in the past we (FBI) did not always act in a forthright manner, 
and the agency undoubtedly could present a list of grievances." 

. A list identifying the cases and outlining the problems 
involved has been prepared by Papich and is attached to the 
memorandum. A review of the 25-page document reveals that it 1 
contains several instances in which CIA has registered its * 
dissatisfaction and could conceivably renew its complaints, S 
*E.nd others in ^/hich prs1 y CIA h t*o 
action and has made no complaint. 

For the Director’s further information, I have 
instituted in this Division an analysis of each situation cited 
an3 a memorandum willbe prepared "as" to""each', containing my 
views and recommendations as a result of that analysis. This 
is being handled on an expedite basis and the memoranda will^ 
be sent through as soon as possible. 
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UNITED STATES G. 


ERNMENT 


Memorandum 



TO : 

The Director 

date: March 5, 1970 

FROM 

Sam J. Papich 

L* L , i/9/W c?A HAS r’O 03JECTI0M TO 

UlM \ be&ass fcCATiGfi mm, 

BaEAfiE OF CIA INFORM ATfpi 

m this sector. Kf f km 

SUBJECT: 

i 

< 

RELATIONS WITH CIA 


Reference is made to my letter of 3/2/70. I made the 
statement, ’’Unfortunately, CIA also believes that in the past 
we did not always act in a forthright manner, and the Agency 
undoubtedly could present a list of grievances.” It is my 
understanding that you want such grievances identified. There 
is enclosed herewith a list of cases or situations which arose 
over the years. 


Based upon a review of files and my personal recollection, 
this list would be representative of matters which CIA could use 
for making charges such as: not being forthright, not playing 
fairly and squarely, not cooperating, not being of assistance, j 

not recognizing the need for concrete FBI contributions to the l 

foreign intelligence effort. What CIA may have compiled over the 5 
years is unknown. What situations are known to CIA and have not 
come to our attention cannot be answered at this time. I am 
thinking of leaks including distorted information which may have 
been passed to CIA from ex-Bureau employees and CIA informants 
.and sources. 


It should be clearly emphasized that there is no 
indication whatsoever within CIA that the Agency has been seeking 
any kind of a showdown or confrontation with the FBI. Contrary 
to what some people may believe, the relationship between the ’ 
two agencies up to the recent crisis was never better despite 1 
the problems which have arisen from time to time. I am confident 
that a thorough and impartial examination will conclusively 
support the foregoing. 


] . "In order that there may not^be any misunderstanding, it 
is important to emphasize that the Bureau can also produce an 
extensive list of justified grievances. We can also produce an 
excellent record of support which we have given CIA; presumably 
CIA could do the same. There are ingredients for continuing * 
conflict and there is also adequate machinery for maintaining 
sound working relations.and producing badly, needed intelligence 
information. 
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Memorandum to the Director 
RE: RELATIONS WITH CIA 


1 



I believe that it would be most helpful to you and 
interested Bureau officials when evaluating and passing judgment 
on the attached material if we analyzed very briefly the role 
of the Bureau liaison Agent. A liaison Agent can be a simple 
mail courier or he can be the true Bureau Agent ready to confront 
any problem or issue with another agency, very often working with 
very limited information. It is expected that the Bureau Agent 
carry out his instructions forcefully and efficiently. He must 
be prepared to handle all types of personalities under various 
conditions. He must be alert for pitfalls; and express himself 
in a most judicious and prudent manner but- always making certain 
that the Bureau position is well fortified:. 

In evaluating the attached and my encounters with CIA, 
it should be noted that protests from the. Bureau always were 
easy to handle because the Agent had J. Edgar Hoover behind him. 
However, when an Agent struck at an official on one day and 
.solicited his cooperation the next day, it did require some 
resourceful action. It is believed that other liaison Agents 
regularly encounter similar situations. 0n numerous occasions 
I have bitterly feuded with CIA-officials and this has included 
rough language. I have walked out on CIA officials when I felt 
they were unreasonable. They took the initiative by asking the 
Agent to return. I did try to play fairly and squarely with all 
of them and never hesitated to accept a confrontation; this included 
the Director of the Agency. When I lectured to CIA personnel 
over the years I always made a point to challenge them to present 
any grievances or raise any subject matter relating to the 
Bureau. I never left a discussion with any CIA official without, 
‘being positive that our position was absolutely understood. 

The approaches utilized by me might be open to criticism. I 
can only refer to the records of the Bureau and CIA and I believe 
the Bureau*s position is most favorable, I don’t think CIA has 
ever transmitted a letter of protest to Ifche Bureau during the 
eighteen years during which the Agent handled the assignment. 

ACTION : 

■ * • 

For information. 



/ 


55036 Doold:32989616 Page 110 







* 



ET 


CASES AND/OR SITUATIONS 
INVOLVING CONFLICTS WITS THE 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCV (CIA) 


CIA HAS NO OBJECTION TO 
okCLASSiRGATION AMD/OR, 
RELEASE Or CIA INFORMATION 
m THIS DOCUMENT. Kfl/f 


(1) MOCASE (THE BORIS MORROS CASE) 
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This was a sensitive Soviet-espionage case 
which originated in 1943 and terminated for the most 
part in 1957. The case had many wide foreign ramifi¬ 
cations and historically has been, and undoubtedly 
will be, one of the most important and involved cases 
of Soviet operations in this country and abroad. We 
did not disseminate any information of significance 
in this case until 1954. On various occasions when 
the Liaison Agent has become involved in heated argu¬ 
ments with CIA officials, they have seen fit to raise 
this case as an outstanding example of FBI failure to 
cooperate with the Agency. The position taken by CIA 
was that it should have been advised regarding the 
Soviet operational activity in foreign countries, 
claiming that the Agency would have had the opportunity 
to develop more information of significance, identify 
Soviet agents, and possibly prepare conditions for 
recruitment or doubling of Soviet operatives. We did 
not disseminate our reports to CIA because of the ; 

extreme sensitivity of the case. We actually did not \ 
permit CIA to handle any investigations relating to s 
the MOCASE until 1957. 


In 1957, CIA complained that it certainly had 
every right to have received the information earlier 
because many aspects of the MOCASE pertained to CIA 
employees and operations. CIA further argued that it 
had been greatly handicapped in effectively carrying out 
the leads in 1957 because the leads were given to the 
Agency at the same time that the case was publicized. 

| The Agency argued that the failure of the.Bureau to 

i coordinate with CIA those French aspects of the case 

permitted the French, rather than the U . S., to play, a 
j dominating role in Europe. * 

i i . 
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With regard to dealing with the French, we 
took the position that we would cover th:e leads through 
our Legal Attaches wherever possible and' to furnish 
leads to CIA in those countries where we did not have 
Legal Attaches. CIA maintained that since we were on 
record that our Legal Attaches do not handle operations 
abroad, the Bureau had an obligation te» levy those French 
leads on CIA or at least coordinate with the Agency 
before going to the French, 

It is to be noted that in asy argument relating 
| to jurisdiction in this matter, CIA will. fall back on the 
I responsibilities placed on the Agency under the provisions 
of the National Security Act of 1947 and the implementation 
of the foregoing through National Security Council Direc¬ 
tives. CIA will maintain that it is incumbent upon the 
Bureau to recognize the provisions of the National Security 
Act of 1947 and the Directives. The Agency v/ould argue 
that in the MOCASE, these were ignored?, by the Bureau. 

I (Bufile - 100-352385) 


(2) BUREAU OPERATIONS IN MEXICO 


During the 1950*s, CIA periodically raised 
questions concerning the functions of ©ur Legal Attache 
Office in Mexico City. As early as 133>1, CIA claimed 
that the Legal Attache was acting outside of the scope 
of the Bureau's jurisdiction since we*were on record 
that our Legal Attaches were acting strictly in a liaison 
capacity, yet we allegedly were conducting operations 
]such as developing penetrations of th® Communist Party 
dof Mexico. A heated discussion took place in 1951 
between the two Agencies but we did n©S change or modify 
ithe operations of our office in Mexic@„ CIA, from time 
to time, has informally raised questions on our running 
informants in Mexico and still being able to comply with 
Directives. The interpretation given !>y CIA is that 
overseas counterintelligence operation©* including the 
operation of informants by the Bureau*, must be coordinated 
with CIA. Further interpretation by the Agency has been 
that "coordination” means a discussion of the operation, 
including the identity of the informant!, if the Agency 

" " : ' (SECRET " - - 
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feels such information is necessary. CIA officials 
have casually and informally referred to the situation 
in Mexico as a potential issue and conflict but, for 
several years, nobody in CIA has seen fit to create 
any kind of a problem. We, of course, might be vulner¬ 
ably since we have been operating informants in Mexico 
for many years. The problem undoubtedly was greatly 
mitigated because of the outstanding work of former 
Legal. Attache John Speakes and the current Legal 
Attache Nathan L. Ferris. 

As an example of a situation encountered through¬ 
out the years, in 1957 our Legal Attache, Mexico City, 
asked the local CIA office for an up-to-date list of 
Soviet Embassy personnel in order to keep apprised of 
the identity of the Soviets officially assigned in 
Mexico City. The CIA office responded but included 
the following statement "It is understood that your 
office has no operations aimed at or involving the Soviet 
Embassy or any of the persons on the attached list. If 
I am wrong, I should appreciate being advised." The 
Legal Attache advised that in his opinion, the wording 
of the CIA communication did hot warrant a reply. He, 
however, reported to the Seat of Government, that at 
that particular time, we did have three cases which 
might be considered as operations directed against the 
Soviet Embassy. (Memorandum Belmont to Boardman, 

' March 22, 1957, re: "Relations with CIA," 62-80750) 

. In 1963, Legal Attache, Mexico City, received 

information indicating that CIA intended to penetrate the 
Communist Party of Mexico at thfe top leadership levels. 

The Legal Attache pointed out that this proposed action 
might affect top-level informants of the Legal Attache 
since CIA would undoubtedly be making requests of the 
Bureau concerning certain individuals, including those 
rwho were our informants. The Legal Attache proposed 
rlthat if CIA levied any request on him, he would furnish 
I ample information on each Party leader, but only infor- 
| mation which was well balanced in quality and quantity, 
so that no one individual would stand out at the risk of 
being pinpointed. (Memorandum Brennan to Sullivan, 

[August 5, 1963, re: "Legal Attache Office, Mexico City," 

I 62-80750-4132) 
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How much information CIA has developed over 

I the years concerning our operational activity in 
Mexico City is unknown,, However, we should bear in 
mind that former Special Agent George Munro handled 
many of our operations in Mexico, including key infor¬ 
mants, and subsequently began performing services for 
CIA'after he left the Bureau. We also should not 
forget that Americans operating in Latin American 
countries for one agency are heavily exposed to the 
resources of another U. S. intelligence or investigative 
agency. This Agent knows from personal experience that 
operating in these areas constitutes a ’’very small world” 
and the exposure to leaks and errors is considerable. 

(3) THE ABEL CASE 


Although CIA has not raised the point for 
several years, the prevailing attitude was, and probably 
still exists, that the FBI did not play it square with 
CiA in the Abel case by not making certain xnat the 
[Agency was given the proper recognition for its contri¬ 
butions. CIA feels that in the first place, there would 
not have been any U. S. access or availability to the 
source in this case, Reino Hayhanen, because CIA took 
the full responsibility for moving Hayhanen from France 
to the U. S. in 1957. CIA claims it took the risk and 
‘responsibility of doing this after the Bureau declined 
to become involved in any operation designed to transport 
Hayhanen to the U. S. It should be noted that Hayhanen 
Iwas an alcoholic and that his first contacts with CIA 
jin Paris raised questions concerning Hayhanen*s mental 
Istability. 


. After Hayhanen arrived in the U. S., we 

larranged access to him for a period, the purpose of 
which was to obtain a complete story of his intelli¬ 
gence activities in the U. S. and we were particularly 
interested in identifying all of his associates, es¬ 
pecially the man who later was identified as Rudolph 
Abel. After a short handling period in the U. S., we 
dropped Hayhanen because he became a problem. It was 
an extremely critical situation because, we had not yet 
jidentified Abel. CIA agreed to take the responsibility 
tfor the carrying and safeguarding of Hayhanen but we 
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were given free access to this difficult source. This 
was a most fortunate arrangement as far as CIA was con¬ 
cerned, because this adjustment gave us the time to work 
with Hayhanen and subsequently develop the leads which 
\led to the apprehension of Abel. The Agency has main¬ 
tained that it was largely responsible for making 
absolutely certain that Hayhanen was mentally and 
physically prepared for testimony at the Abel trial. 
Hayhanen was a key witness. CIA has also referred to 
the heavy expenses incurred by the Agency, all for the 
benefit of the Bureau. CIA has complained that the 
Bureau never really thanked the Agency for its coopera¬ 
tion and CIA has been particularly irked because^ the 
Bureau did not see fit to inform the Attorney General 
or the White House of the role played by CIA. 

(Bufile - 65-64538) 

(4) WILLIAM P. BUNDY CASE 


* T £ July. 1953 $ S9 n .^tor Mprnrthy SOUght- 

I to subpoena William P. Bundy, then a CIA official, to 
testify before the Senator^ Committee. McCarthy claimed 
that Bundy 1 s alleged communist activities were clearly 
documented. The most serious allegation was that Bundy 
had contributed $400 to the defense fund of Alger Hiss. 

All of this was publicized. The information set forth 
in the newspapers emanated from a Bureau report. CIA 
, ' planned to charge the Bureau with leaking the information 
to Senator McCarthy. CIA officials held numerous con¬ 
ferences concerning the matter but charges were never 
made against the Bureau. What information CIA has on 
this particular item is not known but the Agency did 
snow that we maintained liaison with McCarthy*s Committee. 
(Bufiles - 62-80750 and 140-1477) 

(5) BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION CONCERNING JAY LOVESTONE 


In May, 1954, Allen Dulles raised the question 
concerning the propriety of FBI dissemination of information 
concerning Jay Lovestone. This information had been fur¬ 
nished to us by Spencer Miller, a former official of the 
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Department of Labor. When interviewed by us, Miller 
made- several accusations against CIA. We disseminated 
the information to the White House, the Attorney General, 
and some data also went to the State Department. Dulles 
took tbe;position that by disseminating derogatory in¬ 
formation concerning his Agency, he had been placed on 
the spot because the Spencer Miller data was not the 
complete story. In the past, CIA informally referred 
to this as an instance of very unfair conduct on the part 
of the Bureau. (Memorandum Keay to Belmont, May 24, 1954, 
re: ’’Relations with CIA,” 62-80750) 


(6) BUREAU HANDLING OF CIA REQUESTS FOR TOURS 
FOR FOREIGN OFFICIALS 


On occasions in the 1950*s, CIA complained that 
officials visiting the U. S. under CIA sponsorship were 
given excellent treatment on the tour but, nevertheless, 
mr r\ -p -f-tio visitors i disEppoluit^d s 0 . . 

had not had any contact with any Bureau officials. CIA 
felt that contact with Bureau officials had very significant 
benefits and left lasting favorable impressions because of 
the FBI*s world—wide reputation. CIA also pointed out that 
when foreign visitors had no contact with Bureau officials, 
they were left with the suspicion that there was some kind 
of friction between the FBI and CIA. In 1956, we had a 
, ' clear-cut policy to the effect that tours for such visi¬ 
tors would be of a restrictive nature in that such 
visitors would view our facilities normally seen by the 
public and nothing more. CIA was so informed but 
^periodically indicated that our policy prevented the 
Agency from truly enhancing U. S. interests abroad. 

CIA never lodged an official complaint. (Memorandum 
Roach to Belmont, May 31, 1956, re: ’’Visit at Bureau 
by Foreign Police and Intelligence Officials,” 62-80750) 

It should beenphasized that for the past several 
years there would not be any basis for any form c£ complaint 
with regard to Bureau treatment of foreign officials coming 
to the U. S. under CIA sponsorship. The personal attention 
given to such officials by Assistant Director Sullivan and 
other officials and Supervisors in the Domestic Intelligence 
Division has been outstanding and benefits have accrued to 
the Bureau. These visitors have gone back to their native 
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countries with far better impressions than in the 
past. In addition, we have learned more about these 
countries, their services, and their security chiefs 
by spending a few minutes with them. Heedless to say, 
this kind of treatment has also immeasurably helped 
our -Legal Attaches. 


(7) 



IS) 

INTEREST IN SOVIET ESPIONAGE ACTIVITY 


In 1965, the(Dutch Internal Security Servic e! /fc) 
vitas in the process of investigating individuals in 
fcyOJollancQwho allegedlv^had been engaged in Soviet-espionage 
•activity. The(Dutcprwanted to have certain-individuals 
in the U. S. interviewed and approached [SlSjVo make 
inquiry thegBureau. At that time, our relations 
.with-the^utcBjuad been practically nonexistent because 
[$) ItheQiiitcfij hadfailed to honest l^deal with us in the 
case of ^?ossph Petersen, "a Sut’ Chr olf icial who had ween 
clandestinely collecting intelligence at the National 


f curity Agency. When’g^Ay&pproached us, we told 

e Agenc0that thet^utc^Ucould submit their request, ,_ _ . v 

mrough diplomatic channels. We subsequently told JCIAj (S) 
we would not handle the. interviews for the Dutch. We 
stuck to our position .&J?£IA surrendered?but felt that 
we were impairing their efforts to gather information 
^concerning Soviet-espionage activities in Europe. 

(Walter G. Krivitsky, Bufile - 100-11146) 


(8) COLONEL JOHN GROMBACH (PAT OBRIEN) 


Colonel John Grombach was a retired U. S. 

Army officer who, during World War Ii, established a 
private intelligence network, operating throughout the 
world but primarily in Europe. His sources included 
any number of European exiles who came to the D. S. 
While he was in business, he was financed by the State 
Department, then the Department of the Army, and in the 
later 1940’s and into the 1950’s by CIA* Grombach 
established contact with the Bureau through one of 
his subordinates, Pat O’Brien, who periodically called 
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on us and furnished information which Grombach felt 
was of interest to us. This dissemination through 
Pat O’Brien continued during the period of Grombach*s 
relationship with CIA. We never informed CIA that we 
were receiving such information which also was of 
interest to the Agency. It is possible that Grombach 
had -given the same data to CIA but we do not know. CIA 
and Grombach clashed and the relationship was severed 
in an atmosphere of severe bitterness. In the last j 
years of its dealings with Grombach, ghe Agency? had 
successfully penetrated the latter*s organization and 
allegedly had identified many of the sources. CIA 
hinted to the Liaison Agent that' it had become aware 
of the relationship between Grombach*s organization 
and the Bureau. How much CIA really learned about 
.this relationship is not known but if its penetrations 
were significant, the Agency may have developed evidence 
to justify a charge that the Bureau had withheld infor¬ 
mation from CIA, particularly when we. were receiving 
the data from an organization which ywa s financed by 
the Agen cyT^ ^Buflie - 62-77306} 

(9) COMMISSION ON THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 
- EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 

(Herbert Hoover Commission - 1954) 


In October, 1954, a task force of the captioned 
Commission initiated a survey of CIA*s operations under 
the leadership c£ General Mark W. Clark. In January, 1955, 
we were advised by a representative of the task force 
that. Senator Joseph McCarthy had furnished the group a 
list of CIA employees who were considered subversive. 

CIA became cognizant of this development and there was 
talk within the Agency that the Bureau had furnished 
the names to the Senator. When the Liaison Agent was 
informally approached on this, he flatly told the Agency 
to officially submit its charges. The Agency never did. 

What information CIA may have had on this matter as it 
pertained to the Bureau is not known. It is possible that 
the Agency’s attitude was strictly predicated on a knowledge 
that we maintained liaison with the Senator’s Committee. 
(Relations with CIA, Bufile - 62-80750) 


SECRET 

- 8 - 



HW 55036 Dodd : 32989616 Page 118 











(10) INTERNAL SECURITY LEADS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


During the 1950 f s, we gave our Legal Attaches 
numerous leads stemming from internal security cases in 
the U. S. In many instances we did not see fit to 
notify CIA although the Agency always maintained that 
you could not separate '’internal Security" from "counter¬ 
intelligence," namely a lead in France pertaining to a 
communist in the U. S. warranted advising CIA, if not, 
at least asking the Agency to handle the lead. In the 
last several years, it is not believed that there is 
any basis for complaint since we have regularly been 
notifying CIA concerning subjects of cases who travel 
abroad. If the Legal Attache is investigating, CIA is 
notified in order to avoid duplicate efforts. There 
have been exceptions where we have taken the position 
that CIA should not be notified because of the sensitivity 
of the matter. How many such exceptions are known to 
CIA cannot be established from our files; however, we 
should benr» j,r» mind that when ..our.Legal Attaches inves— . 
tigate, they contact many of the same foreign officials 
normally contacted by CIA. How many of these foreign 
officials are CIA informants,or on the Agency payroll, 
is unknown. 


(11) BUREAU OPERATIONS IN CUBA 


We operated informants in Cuba when we had a 
Legal Attache*s Office in Havana. Informants reported 
on activities of communists and other subversives in 
that country. During the period we operated these 
informants, we did not coordinate our operations with 
CIA. We did not advise the Agency that we had such 
sources. However, in 1960, after Castro!, came on the 
scene, it became infeasible to handle certain informants 
in a secure manner. Approval was granted to turn certain 
informants over to CIA. What these informants may have 
subsequently told CIA about past Bureau, operations is 
unknown. This item is being cited in the event CIA had 
evidence to establish that we had been operational in 
Cuba and had not coordinated with the Agency pursuant 
to Directives. (Memorandum Donahoe to Belmont, February 5, 
1960, re: "Partido Socialista Popular," 64-200-210, 2377 
and Memorandum Frohbose to Belmont, F ebru ary 3, 1960, re: 
|*"N arcisco Tauler Benefic tfcT^ * 134- ^5 39 -4)^^ 
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In 1959 the U. S. Ambassador in Brazil accused 
our Legal Attache of engaging in uncoordinated covert 
intelligence activity "of a nature which I believe 
exceeds his terms of reference." The Ambassador further 
indicated that CIA was unhappy over the Legal Attached 
activities and the Agency allegedly had told the Ambassador 
that the Legal Attache had disseminated information from 


a source who was a fabricator or a provocator. This 
situation arose as a result of the Legal Attached 
operation of an informant in ^Brazilffi/Some of the 
information that he received from the informant was 
of a derogatory nature and related to a /Brazilian] who 
was being touted as a Presidential candidate. CIA 
asked for the identity of the informant and we told 
the Agency that the person could not he identified 
because he did not wish that his identity be disclosed. 
This case js being cited, because..CIA my have evidence 
that we had been operational in razi^ had not coordi¬ 
nated pursuant to Directives, and that, the matter was 
further aggravated because of the alleged unreliability 
of the information. (Memorandum Roach, to Belmont, 

May 1, 1959, re: "William I. Friedman,, Legal Attache, 
Rio de Janeiro," 67-429840) and (Memorandum Roach to 
Belmoijt, May 25, 1959, re: "Soviet-Satellite Activities 
, ' [BraziOU134-ff667-48j\^ 

(13) BORDER COVERAGE 


In June, 1957, our Phoenix Office presented a 
problem concerning the Bureau*s handling of informants 
on the Mexican border. These informants were operating 
inside Mexico. The problem was predicated on situations 
which might arise as the result of CX&'s endeavors to 
develop informants who already were being handled by the 
Bureau. It was pointed out that CIA logically could 
come in contact with such sources and could make approaches 
for recruitment. It was recommended and approved that 
in order to protect our coverage in Was: border area, a 
valuable, trusted, and reliable confidential source would 
continue to be utilized even if he weare contaced by CIA. 

Our policy was that we would not identify our sources to 
the Agency. 
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How much CIA learned about cur border coverage 
,is not known. Again, it is pointed out that former 

Bureau Agent /Seorge Munro? may have been knowledgeable. 

As indicated, he later began performing services for 
CIA. If CIA learned that we were operating informants 
in Mexico, it could use such information as additional 
evidence of Bureau failure to cooperate and coordinate 
with the Agency pursuant to Directives. (Memorandum 
Roach to Belmont, June 14, 1957, re"Comraunist Coverage 
Along the Mexican Border, Relations with CIA," 
100-356015-1238) 



In May, 1957, the Bureau*s double Agent in the 
captioned case was advise^ by Sis Soviet contact that he 
was to have a meeting in /Switzerland daring the period 
^June 16-19^ 1957. A question arose as, to whether CIA 
should be inxormed concerning the double Agent ! s travel 
to /Switzer landTJ&^It was recommended and approved that we 
not advise CIA. 



What is important here is that CIA established 
contact with our double agent at one jraint. The Agency 
may have had further contact without our knowledge. _The 



cannot exclude the possibility that the: Agency has evidence 
to demonstrate that we were operational Europe^ and we (Sj 
did not coordinate with the Agenpy. {Memorandum Branigan J 
to Belmont, June 10, 1957, re; pCAR POSTy" 105-25453-1825?) ^ 


(15) CIA REQUESTS FOR BUREAU LECTURE ON COMPNISM IN THE U. S. 


On September 25, 1958, CIA inquired if W. C. 
Sullivan could give a lecture on the communist movement 
in the U. S. It was recommended that Sullivan give the 
lecture. Such lectures were being afforded in other parts 
of the Government. The Director made the notation ”We 
cannot make Sullivan available to this outfit." The 
Agency accepted this as an affront and! a blatant refusal 
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to cooperate on a most important subject of interest 
to both agencies. (Memorandum Sullivan to Belmont, 
October 1, 1958, re: "Request for Lecture on Communism 
by CIA,") 


(16) CASE OF EDWARD ELLIS SMITH 


On July 9, 1956, an official of the State 
Department confidentially advised the Bureau that 
Edward Ellis Smith, a CIA employee in Moscow, had been 
involved in an affair with a Soviet girl. According 
to our source, Smith allegedly had furnished information 
to the Soviet girl. We checked with the State Department 
and CIA and we confirmed that Smith had been involved in 
an affair and that he had been recalled. According to 
CIA and State Department, there was no indication that 
Smith had been involved in any espionage against the 
U. S. CIA gave consideration to requesting the Bureau 
to identify its source and then changed its mand. 

Whether CIA has documented this as an instance where 
the Bureau failed to cooperate by not volunteering the 
source is a matter of conjecture but, it is a case that 
should be kept in mind. (Bufile - 65-64084) 


(17,) THE 


/sliva{< 


9 

OPERATION 


In April, 1963, we became; involved with CIA in 
. -n. that Agency’s efforts to collect sensitive information 
($) relating to^French Government) intentions to conduct 

espionage against the U. CIA had access to a sensitive 
/£\ source, (|>jiillippe PeVosjol iT ) who was in a position to make 
t ' available highly important{Frenchdocuments. On April 11, 
1963, CIA informed us that our Legal Attache in jfParis) had 
locally contacted : CIA concerning this matter. CIA fiead- 
| quarters was highly disturbed because its office in(£arisp 
had not been cut in on this operation and the Agency wanted 
to be informed regarding the nature and the extent of our 
dissemination of CIA information to our Legal Attache. We 
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determined that the Legal Attachehad made inquiries in 
Paris in response to leads which had been sent from Bureau 
Headquarters. This matter is being highlighted because 
it was a vitally important operation to CIA and the Agency 
had received indications that information had been leaked 
to French authorities. We have no evidence or reason to 
believe that the Legal Attache Office ever involved itself 
in any such leak. However, we should not, under any cir¬ 
cumstances, discount the fact that CIA has penetrated 
French services and has had access to sensitive information 
in Paris. The French have always had an outstanding cap¬ 
ability of tapping phones and installing microphones in 
Paris. Such coverage on U. S. officials, including their 
residences, should never be excluded. The information we 
had conveyed to our Legal Attache possibly may have been 
acquired by the French through clandestine coverage. CIA 
possibly could charge us with handling their sensitive 
information in an insecure manner by transmitting it to 
Paris without conferring with the Agency. 

In connection with alleged French espionage 
activity in the U. S., CIA has never been satisfied with 
the efforts made by the Bureau. The Agency possibly could 
take the position that we looked lightly at the allegations 
and did not pursue a matter which, in their eyes, merited 
a more aggressive approach. (Bufile - 105-109053) 

For some time, CIA has held to a position that 
the French Intelligence Service (SDECE) is penetrated by 
the Soviets. The Agency has pointed out that if the French 
are collecting sensitive information in the U, S., the 
product is ending up in Moscow. - In January, 1964, we 
reviewed the status of our investigation of French intel¬ 
ligence activities in the U. S« The Director commented 
"I think this whole thing has been imaginary on the part 
of CIA which has been played as a sucker by DeVosjoli. 

I would waste no more time on it at least until all CIA 
restrictions are removed.” CIA did impose restrictions 
by not permitting us to pursue certain leads because it 
feared that its sensitive source would be jeopardized. 
(Bufile - 105-109053) 
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(18) LEAKS TO THE "NATIONAL REVIEW" - 1959 


In April, 1959, CIA became concerned over the 
appearance of certain items in issues of the "National 
Review." The publication carried a column authored by 
an unidentified individual who was making derogatory 
references to CIA. CIA subsequently identified the 
author as Lyle Hugh Munson, a former CIA employee. CIA 
investigation indicated that Munson was obtaining his 
information from former CIA Agents. In checking on 
Munson, CIA identified some of his friends who were 
listed as Robert Morris, former member of the Senate 
Internal Security Subcommittee; and Lou Nichols, former 
Assistant to the Director. The Liaison Agent was unable 
to develop any additional information as it might have 
pertained to Nichols in this particular matter. CIA 
may have additional data not revealed. (Memorandum 
Roach to Belmont, April 21, 1959, re: "Central Intelli¬ 
gence Agency," 62-80750-3341) 

(19) TRAVEL OF BUREAU INFORMANTS TO CUBA 


In September, 1965, we received information 
indicating that one of our informants on the Mexican border 
was in a position to travel to Cuba. A question was raised 
concerning CIA interest in this matter, if the informant 
made the trip. It was recommended and approved that we 
not advise CIA concerning the identity of the informant 
or his trip to Cuba. 

It is not known if CIA acquired any knowledge 
but, if the Agency did, we potentially are vulnerable. 

The Agency could charge that we were operating outside 
of the U. S. and we failed to coordinate with the Agency. 
(Memorandum Wannall to Sullivan, October 4, 1965, re: 

*!EP 572-S," 134-11461-39) 

(20)j DISSEMINATION OF CIA INFORMATION IN A BUREAU MONOGRAPH 

By letter dated May 5, 1965, we disseminated to 
interested agencies, including CIA, a copy of a monograph, 
entitled "Communism in the Dominican Republic." The mono- 
, graph contained considerable information which had emanated 
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from, CIA. We did not obtain clearance from CIA for 
- the inclusion ofthis information in our monograph. 

Clearance approval was not obtained because of the 
urgency of the document. CIA was irritated because 
it considered our action a distinct violation of the 
third agency rule. The Agency never made any protest. 

(21) BUREAU INFORMANTS IN (GUATEMALA^ 

. In 1966,and 1967, we were operating informants 

in ^atemalaT)(s)At the inception of our operational ac¬ 
tivity, CIA was not informed. In one case, we finally 
were able to effect the necessary arrangements with CIA 
whereby the Bureau would be permitted to run the informant 
in ^uatemalaTydln the second instance, we established an 
agreement with CIA in October, 1967, that we could con¬ 
tinue handling an informant in (Suatemala)with the under¬ 
standing that the Bureau Agent, on the occasion of each 
visit, would conifer with [the local CIA office) on political 
information collected from the informant. These two cases 
had all the makings of a conflict. CIA was under the 
definite impression that we had been running these 
informants before we had finally coordinated with them. 

It is true that (£he CIA Chielp in (^uatemaLa^ was much 
incensed but no issue was made at CIA Headquarters and 
thematter was put to rest. 

CIA may have developed concrete evidence that 
we were operating in (guateraall^bearing in mind that in 
(s') a plage such as /Gu atemala Git'll it would not be difficult 
for a CIA intelligence officer to spot an FBI Agent in 
contact with(^uatemalangjM&Our potential vulnerability is 
that we were operating in (guatemaif) without coordinating 
with CIA. (Roberto Francisco Castanedo Felice, MEX-65, 
134-3176) 

(22) SOLO 


! The information emanating from the captioned 

| sensitive Bureau operation has been disseminated to CIA 
| and other agencies for several years. The sensitive 
source has traveled abroad numerous times and his trips 
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have included Russia. We have never identified the 
source to CIA and we have never coordinated with the 
Agency regarding any trips made by the source. Up 
to date, no issue has been raised. 

We are potentially vulnerable in that former 
Bureau Agents now with CIA may have been familiar with 
aspects of the SOLO operation. We have no evidence 
that such ex-Agents passed any of their knowledge to 
CIA officials. If they have or, if CIA has become 
cognizant of the existence of the operation, we could 
be charged with failure to coordinate. The Agency 
could place special emphasis in this case because it 
has so many high-level foreign ramifications. 


(23) HARRASSMENT OF CIA 


By letter dated November 15, 1967, CIA inquired 
if the Bureau would check the toll calls on the home 
telephone of one Robert Kenneth Brown who was harrassing 
CIA in the Miami area. Brown allegedly was seeking 
information concerning the Agency*s covert operations. 

We told CIA that we would not check the toll calls. We 
explained that on the basis of the information received, 
there was not sufficient information to justify investigation 
falling within theBureau*s jurisdiction. CIA accepted 
' our response but there is no doubt that the.Agency 
characterized our position as a concrete example of 
refusal to help a sister agency with a problem relating 
to the security of U. S. intelligence operations. 

(Memorandum Brennan to Sullivan, November 16, 1967, 
re: ’'Robert Kenneth Brown, Panther Publications - 
Harrassment of CIA,” 105-94508-12) 

(24) CURRENT INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS 

v CIA became very irked when we restricted 

' dissemination of our Current Intelligence Analysis to 
! two copies for the Agency. CIA took the position with 
I the Liaison Agent' that CIA always has been most liberal 
| in providing the Bureau with as many copies as we needed 
When it involved various types of CIA material. The 
' Agency never made an official issue of this matter. The 
j Liaison Agent is confident that CIA always considered this 
an uncooperative gesture on our part. 







(35) 


establishment of bureau liaison wit: 
(dutch internal security service 


TH tSj 
CE /- 1960 



In January, 1960, our Legal Attache, Bonn, 
traveled to (Holland)for the purpose of exploring arrange¬ 
ments for liaison with appropriate£0utc5),authorities. The 
U, S. Ambassador raised questions, CeoioEing out that over 
the years, all relations with the Dutch authorities had 
been handled through CI.O^)He indicated that before there 
was any change in procedure, it would be necessary for 
CIA and FBI to come to some form of an agreement. Allen 
Dulles subsequently expressed disappointment in that his 
Agency had not been contacted by the Bureau prior to 
exploring the liaison arrangement. We eventually conferred 
with CIA and came to an agreement satisfactory to all 
parties concerned. 



Again, CIA could cite this as an instance where 
we failed to coordinate with the Agency in line with 
National Security Council Directives. (Memorandum Frohbose 
to Belmont, March 3, 1960, re: "Legal Attache Operations - 
Norway, Denmark, Sweden, and the Netherlands," 66-18973-123) 


In the latter part of 1959 we- gave consideration to 
establishing a Legal Attache in Copenhagen, Denmark. The 
purpose of the assignment was to folio® Bureau leads in 
Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Holland. W;e did not inform 
CIA of our intentions. (Memorandum Frohbose to Belmont, 
January 14, 1960, re: "Legal Attache Operations, The 
Netherlands," 66^18973-113) 


m BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
INFORMATION TO FOREIGN SERVICES - 1962 


By letter dated November 7, 1962, CIA raised 
questions concerning the propriety of Bureau dissemination 
of counterintelligence information to foreign intelligence 
services. CIA, at that time, had particular reference to 
.. information which our Legal Attache had! transmitted to the 
[S)(greek) Intelligence Service concerning SGB operations. CIA 
took the position that pursuant to the coordinating 
\ 
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Directive, the Bureau was obligated t® coordinate with 
CIA prior to such dissemination. The particular data 
had emanated from one of our sensitive Soviet sources 
(FEDORA) ♦ We responded to CIA by stating that the 
information was the product of an internal security 
operation and did not relate to any operational activity 
abroad. CIA again surrendered. The Agency could argue 
that it was responsible for following Soviet matters 
with the (GreekJIntelligence Service ansi that we had an 
obligation of coordinating with the Agency. (Memorandum 
Branigan to Sullivan, November 9, 1962* re: "FEDORA,” 
105-104811-344) 


(27) "THE INVISIBLE GOVERNMENT, "A BOOK AUTMJR'ED BY 
DAVID WISE AND THOMAS ROSS 


In August, 1963, we received information indi¬ 
cating that Wise and Ross were in the process of gathering 
material for a book pertaining to activities of U. S. 
intelligence activities. Both Ross saw® Wise contacted 
the Bureau. It was recommended that liaison orally advise 
CIA that these two individuals were preparing a book con¬ 
cerning U. S. intelligence agencies. The Director-noted 
"I see no reason doing so.” 

It is not known if CIA was .mare of the contact 
with the Bureau. Wise and Ross subsequently published the 
, ' book which contained extremely derogaitory information 

concerning CIA. (Memorandum Jones to DeLoach, re: "David 
Wise of the "New York Herald Tribune” and Thomas Ross of 
the "Chicago Sun Times") 

(28) COMMUNIST ACTIVITIES - AFRICA 


In April, 1960, CIA inquire® if the Bureau would 
give any consideration to assisting tier Agency toward 
developing coverage in Africa. CIA was looking for the 
services of any Negro informant who might be available. 

The Agency also inquired about placing a Negro in the 
Communist Party, USA, under a plan whije& would have as 
an eventual objective, the sending of the informant to 












Africa under an appropriate cover and for an extended 
period. We told CIA we had no informants available 
because they were necessary for our own operations. We 
took the position that we saw no benefit to be gained by 
loaning an informant on a short or long term basis. 

• This item is being mentioned because Africa 

has become vitally important to U. S. interest, bearing 
in mind that both the Soviets and Chinese Communists have 
made significant inroads into the area. CIA could argue 
that as early as 1960, it had the foresight to recognize 
the need for additional coverage, that it appealed to the 
Bureau for assistance, and that we did not cooperate. 
(Memorandum Papich to Frohbose, April 7, 1960, re: 
"Communist Activities in Africa,” 64-200-302-110) 


(29) ADVISING THE WHITE HOUSE REGARDING CRITICISM 
OF INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS - EUROPE 


By letter dated October 23, 1964, we furnished 
the White House information received by our Legal Attache 
from the U. S. Ambassador to Luxembourg. He was critical 
of intelligence operations in Europe and made particular 
reference to the overstaffing of personnel. 

We do not know if...CIA became cognizant of the 
existence of the Bureau letter bearing in mind that the 
Agency undoubtedly would have considered the document as 
relating to its operations. We do khow that for several years, 
CIA personnel have been assigned- to the White House and had 
access to considerable information. (Memorandum Brennan to 
Sullivan, October 22, 1964, re”U. S. Intelligence Operations 
in Europe”) 

(30) THE PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE ADVISORY 
BOARD AND JOHN MC CONE 


In May, 1963, we became embroiled with CIA in a 
rather critical conflict as a result of communication the 
{Bureau sent to the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory 
jBoard. The matter dealt with consideration that might be 
given to increasing wire taps on diplomatic establishments. 

SECRET , . 
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In a portion of our communication, we attributed cer¬ 
tain-information to McCone, then Director of CIA. He 
charged that the information attributed to him was not 
so because he had never made any such statement and he 
could prove it. The actual fact was that the information 
relating to McCone had been given to us by one of his 
subordinates who had indicated that the information 
originated with McCone. McCone maintained that we 
should have checked with him before we went on record 
that any information had originated with him. The 
record at the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory 
' Board was subsequently corrected. (Memorandum Belmont 
to Tolson, May 16, 1963, re: ’’Central Intelligence Agency,” 
62-80750-4099) 

(31) ALLEGED PENETRATIONS OF CIA 


In February, 1965, Bureau representatives met 
with CIA officials and with Anatoli Golitzyn to discuss 

to alleged Soviet penetrations of CIA. Golitzyn was 
interviewed in detail concerning these allegations. By 
letter dated February 26, 1965, we officially advised CIA 
that there appeared to be no basis at this time for a 
full investigation of the individuals involved. 

There are of£L cials in CIA who continue to be 
. ' seriously concerned about possible penetrations of the 
Agency and have not discarded Golitzyn allegations. 

We do not have any reason to believe that CIA 
has developed any substantive evidence to support Golitzyn*s 
allegations. If it does, we could be vulnerable and could 
be charged that we did not cooperate and conduct the 
necessary investigation in 1965. 

(32) VICE PRESIDENT NIXON’S TRIP TO SOUTH AMERICA - 1958 


In 1958, Vice President Richard M. Nison traveled 
to Latin America during which time there were numerous riots 
and attacks which were directed against the Vice President 
and his party. By letter dated May 16, 1958, we provided 
the Vice President with a summary of information which we 
had received concerning the events in Latin America relating 
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to the trip. Most of this information came from CIA. 

Our letter could be interpreted as raising the question 
concerning the quality of CIA’s coverage in Latin America. 

It is not known if CIA ever became knowledgeable 
of the referenced communication. As already indicated, 
we do know that CIA personnel have been assigned to the 
White House. We also know that General Robert Cushman, 
currently Deputy Director of CIA, was attached to Vice 
President Saxon’s staff. 

If CIA is cognizant of the communication, the 
Agency technically could raise a question concerning a 
violation of the third agency rule and, furthermore, 
could question the Bureau’s propriety of making reference 
to CIA’s coverage in Latin America. (Bufile - 62-88461-117) 


(33) fm 


HERBERT ITKIN 


The captioned individual is a criminal infor¬ 
mant whom we have been utilizing to very significant advan¬ 
tage in New York City. He has been the source of valuable 
criminal intelligence and has been a key witness in 
prosecutions of cases being handled by the Bureau. We 
[A acquired access to gtkin\through CIA. A covert CIA 
^ ' operator in New York Cify had become acquainted with 
, Itkin, saw his potential as a source of criminal intelligence, 
and then conferred with James Angleton, CIA. Angleton 
contacted the Bureau Liaison Agent and asked if the Bureau 
was interested. Negotiations were initiated and we 
subsequently acquired the services of (ItkinTy&Although 
the Agency has never officially made any statement to us, 
it has been bitterly disappointed that the Bureau never 
acknowledged CIA’s assistance which the Agency considered 
. extremely valuable. 

(34) EXCHANGE OF TECHNICAL INFORMATION 


For many years, we maintained tight restrictions 
with regard to the exchange of technical information with 
CIA, particularly as it related to the technical surveillance 
field. CIA exhibited its equipment to us but, for many years, 
we declined to show any of our devices, with some exceptions. 
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CIA never made any official protest but informally 
indicated from time to time that the lack of exchange 
in this highly important field was prejudicial to over¬ 
all intelligence and internal security Interests. The 
Agency implied that we actually were more open with the 
British in this general area than we were with CIA. 

, It should be noted that the foregoing situation 

does not exist today. There is good exchange between the 
Bureau and CIA. 

(35) CIA LECTURERS AT BUREAU TRAINING SCHOOLS 


CIA has never been able to understand why the 
Bureau will not permit CIA personnel to lecture at Bureau 
schools or training courses. CIA has felt that through 
a careful selection of lecturers, the Agency could make 
a very valuable contribution both to the Bureau and to 
CIA. The Agency has indicated that its 5 , participation in 
some of our courses would give the Agency the opportunity 

+a OTA m *4 cro 4- *i a»> 1 
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problems. Furthermore, it has been expressed that Bureau 
personnel could be given the opportunity to pose questions 
and there would be a far better over-all orientation on 
the part of our people. 

The Liaison Agent has always resisted CIA’s 
request. It has been a delicate matter to handle because 
, ' Bureau personnel have lectured to hundreds of CIA employees, 

(36) EXCHANGE IN THE TRAINING FIELD 


Although CIA has never officially made an issue 
of the matter, the Agency has not been happy about our 
attitude concerning exchange of information in the training 
field. When the matter has been brought up for any discussion . 
by CIA, the Agency has been discouraged.. CIA informally has 
expressed the feeling that an exchange along certain guide¬ 
lines could be most useful to the U. S ! . intelligence and 
internal security effort. 


I 



- 22 - 


HW" 5aU3t> " T>bCia :~3 2 gBgB16 Page 132 


V 







(37) POSITIVE INTELLIGENCE 


This is an area where discussion with CIA 
officials can rapidly generate criticism of the Bureau 
for failure to cooperate and offer the necessary assis¬ 
tance. Positive intelligence, briefly, is that information 
which might assist the U. S. Government in formulating 
foreign policy. Much of it is of a political nature and 
a vital portion pertains to scientific developments, military 
capabilities of foreign countries, and intentions of foreign 
countries. Positive intelligence is not only important 
as it concerns the communist-bloc countries but also 
the non-bloc nations. 


There never has been any law, Directive, or 
Executive Order which has fixed the responsibilities for 
the clandestine collection of positive intelligence in 
the U. S. The Bureau does have a responsibility which 
we refer to as internal security and which falls into the 
accepted area of counterintelligence. We do investigate 
subversive^ spys, and we develop penetrations of foreign 
intelligence services. Our work in the positive intelli¬ 
gence field, for the most part, has been restricted to 
the compliance of requests imposed upon us by the State . 
Department, usually when a political crisis occurs in 
some country. 


CIA has maintained that there is a tremendous 
unexplored field for expanded acquirement of positive 
intelligence in the U. S. This would mean vastly increased 
technical surveillance coverage,* development of informants, 
and collection of cryptographic material. CIA does not 
feel that we have aggressively moved on this particular 
subject and that over the years, the Agency has been 
thwarted in its attempts to do much about the problem. 


0 ) 


In October, 1969, CIA requested the Bureau to 
install technical surveillances at the offices and temporary 
residences of two (Indian) Government officials visiting the 
U. S« Pursuant to instructions, CIA was told to seek the 
[authority of the Attorney General. The Director stated A 
[that he did not want CIA utilizing FBI as a channel. 

|~(Alfred S. Gonsalves^ Bufile ~J1 05-165950)^^^ 
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In the same month, CIA inquired if the Bureau 
would reestablish technical surveillance coverage on 
Zalman Shapiro who CIA felt was a key figure in the 
transmittal of scientific intelligence data to the 
/<)/Israeli Intelligence Service^ We declined to reinstitute 
V- ' the coverage. CIA considered the matter important because 
of its relationship to the Mideast Crisis. 

On October 21, 1969, we told CIA that future 
requests from CIA for technical surveillance coverage 
should be transmitted by the Agency directly to the 
Attorney General. 

CIA has never made any official comment or 
protest but it has considered the afore-mentioned action 
by the Bureau as unfriendly and uncooperative. The Agency 
has looked to the Bureau Z As the logical point of contact and 
as the only organization having the resources and capabilities 
of adequately determining if such coverage is even feasible. 

(38) MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 


The Liaison Agent recalls fragments of other 
situations or conflicts which occured over the years and 
which resulted in the voicing<©f CIA displeasure or criticism. 
The Agent cannot recall the names of the cases which is 
necessary to acquire the required data. There was one 
instance early in the 1950’s which involved information 
received from a source of unknown reliability charging 
Allen Dulles with having been a communist and a spy while 
in Europe, We disseminated the information to several 
agencies. Dulles exploded but never lodged a protest. 

The Agent also has recollection of instances when 
CIA alleged that its source or informant was compromised by 
Bureau revelation of CIA information during the course of 
interviews conducted by us. Technically, this would be a 
I violation of the third agency rule and, if CIA had hard 
I core facts, we would be vulnerable, particularly if an 
jimportant informant was lost. CIA never made any official 
tissue or protest. 
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There also have been instances, but cases 
cannot be recalled, where we included CIA information 
in Bureau reports but CIA had requested that the information 
not be passed outside of the Bureau. CIA never protested. 
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.UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


t 


'7 . 

to s The Director 


from : gA Sam Papich 


subject^/ RELA < pioNS WITH CIA . 




DATE: 3/13/70 


WO OBJECTK 


Cl?. _ 

ft DECLASPl^'^^JOTOR, 

LT RELEASE Oj^n^H^AHON 

IN THIS^TOMENT. 

__„___—_ a s'JkfrMir/ zAM> 

Reference is made to my letters dated March 2 and 
March 5, 1970. In my letter of March 5, 1970, I stated "it 
is important to emphasize that the Bureau can also produce \ 

an extensive list of justified grievances." It is my under¬ 
standing that the Director desired that this list be identified. 
Enclosed herewith is a list of approximately 75 items. 

This list should not be considered absolutely complete. 
Preparation was predicated on my personal recollection and a 
review of Bureau records. To make this list more complete and 
specifically accurate would necessitate the review of thousands 
ux files. The enclosed list can. be•supporteri by Bureau records. 
What CIA records reflect on the same items is unknown. This 
also must be kept in mind in connection with our evaluation 
of the alleged CIA grievances which I previously listed. 

-I realize that it is presumptuous on my part, but t 

if the Director feels that our Bureau work can benefit by a / 

personal discussion between the Director-and myself, I am 
available until April 3, 1970. I plan to leave the area # 

immediately thereafter for an extended period. 
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Enclosure 


For infbrmation. 


Classified by^ 
Declassify oi 
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■ AT.Ti INFORMATION CONTAINS 
FSF.F.. f j* ; IS UNCLASSIFIS© SXC.^FS 



1. ATTACKS AGAINST BUREAU (MEXICO CITY AND FRANCE - 1951) 


Although Agent Papich did not begin handling Liaison 
With CIA until 1952, it is important to refer to highly signi¬ 
ficant differences with CIA which culminated in a serious 
conflict in the Fall of 1951. Our Legal Attaches in Mexico City 
and Paris reported that CIA representatives were attacking the 
Bureau, were endeavoring to place us in an unfavorable light, 
were questioning our jurisdiction, and were making disparaging 
remarks concerning the Bureau. Some of this was summed up by 
characterizing it as covert hostility within CIA, stemming 
largely from disgruntled former employees of the FBI. 

In October, 1951, General Walter BeddtL'l Smith, then 
Director of CIA, asked to meet with the Director and other 
Bureau representatives for the purpose of discussing the 
existing differences. General Smith denied that there was any 
covert hostility against the Bureau and maintained that there 
was a general feeling of respect for us. He admitted that 
H there had been isolated instances of friction for which CIA 
*j must accept its share of responsibility. 

V 

m It is my recollection that the Director and other 

Bureau officials did meet with General Smith, at which time 
o guidelines were set forth for maintaining .future relations 

c: between the two agencies. I was not able to find a memorandum 

£ of record covering this meeting. (62-80750-1712, 1715, 1716, 

1726, 1728, 1748, 1750) 

2. PROSELYTING OF BUREAU PERSONNEL BY CIA 

The Agent clearly recalls that early in the 1950*s 
Ire encountered difficulties with CIA because the Agency allegedly 
was recruiting Bureau-employed personnel. We vigorously pro¬ 
tested, and subsequently the Agency advised that it would follow 
a policy of not having any contact with a Bureau employee until 
the individual had been separated from the Bureau for a period 
of at least thirty days. The Agent could not locate the back¬ 
ground of this matter in the files reviewed by him. It -is pos¬ 
sible that the pertinent information lies in the personnel file 
\ of some former Bureau Agent. 
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JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


By letter dated May 19, 1954, we protested to CIA 
for the manner in which the Agency handled the case of the 
captioned individual, a Soviet defector who had been placed 
under CIA control 
in interviewing! 

a.nd this had been agreed to by CI A. Without^ notifving or 
consulting with us, CIA permitted 


-in Tilnr»npe« 


The Bureau hai been interested TC ,_ „ t c , 1WD> 
s soon as he came to the United States, 


arriveinthe 


' JFK Act 6 (1) (B 


United States and be placed in the hands of a Congressional 
committee. We were, therefore, unable to interview the subject 
in any detail. (Re: I I 

4. CIA EVALUATION OF MOCASE 

In February, 1954, we complained to CIA because the 
Agency had evaluated information coming from- the key source 
in the captioned case as emanating from a fabricator. We had 
disseminated certain foreign intelligence information originat¬ 
ing in this case to CIA. The source was a key double agent 
in one of the most impox'tant cases handled by the Bureau, and 
the CIA evaluation was not proper or correct as far as we were 
concerned. (Re: MOCASE) 


JFK Act 6 (1) (B 


5* CASE Oil 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B 


tit 


TX) 


_ [was a CIA employee ^om that Agency con- ” 1 B 

sidered tcT be a communist penetration. The Agency requested 
ah investigation which was then initiated by us. We subsequently 
learned that CIA had been conducting its own investigation which 
even included technical surveillance coverage on the subject. 

We c onsidered this m ost uncooperative and protested. 

(Re: 


JFK Act 6 (1 ) (B 


6. DR. OTTO JOHN, VISIT TO BUREAU - 1954 


Dr. Otto John, a West German secsErity official, 
defected to the communists in East Germany in July, 1954. A 
few weeks before his defection, he came to the United States 
under CIA sponsorship. He was afforded a tour of the Bureau 
and he briefly met the Director. 


J It is believed that if all available facts were col¬ 

lected, the evidence would strongly indicate that CIA did a very 
ineffective job of assessing Dr. Otto John and permitting the 
United States Government to be embarrassed by even promoting 
a visit for him to this country. We could consider this instance 
an affront to the Director and the Bureau, (Memorandum Roach to 
Belmont October 13, 1954, ”CIA Tours Afforded by Bureau”) 
i 
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7. CASE OF POLISH SEAMEN - jgFfechoRS - 1954. 

By letter dated October 13, 1954, a. very strong letter 
of protest was sent to General T. J. Betts o-f the Interagency ' 
Defector Committee at CIA. This letter made reference to 
political asylum which was being considered for certain Polish 
sailors who had been seized by the Chinese nationalist Government, 
General Betts disseminated a memorandum indicating that members 
of the Committee had agreed that in view of commitments made 
by the United States and Chinese officials, that failure to 
arrange re-entry for the Polish seamen would! have an adverse 
effect on the over-all United States Defector Program. We 
emphasized to General Betts that this matter* had never been 
officially presented before the Defector Committee. He was 
informed that his action was not conducive to mutual cooperation, 

8. CIA INTERVIEW OF ALIENS IN THE UNITED STATES - DISCUSSION 

WITH ALLEN DULLES SEPTEMBER 27, 1955__ 



On September 27, 1955, the Liaison Agent met with 
Allen Dulles, at which time the CIA Director’s attention was 
referred to a. matter which had net yet developed into ? serious 
situation but if not properly followed could lead to conflicts 
between the two agencies. Dulles was referred to the contacts 
of aliens in the United States made by CIA personnel without 
first obtaining the necessary clearance from the Bureau. The 
requirement for such clearance was clear-cut and pursuant to an 
established agreement. (62-80750; memorandum- Roach to Belmont 
September 28, 1955, "Relations with CIA")_ 

9. CIA APPROACH OF A NATIONAL ACADEMY GRADUATE (1955) 


In November, 1955, an incident arose when CIA approached 
a National Academy graduate to utilize his services* JFK '"' A ' 


?s j 

snaxh 


This approach was made while the graduate m ; s attending Nationa 
Academy classes. A protest was made to key CIA officials for 
not having advised us prior to establ ishing contact with the 
Academy graduate. JtRe: 
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JFK Act 6. (1 


A In December, 1955, we received information indicating 

that CIA was in contact with an individual whom the Bureau was 
developing for utilization in a double agent operation. We 
-. learned that CIA representatives had established contact with 
fe/ l l and had given him some advice and guidance without, 

first checking with the Bureau. We protested to CIA.^ 


let 6 (1 


(1 


——3c 




% 

mm 0 mm 


-UW 'l'ifnfi-DnrTfii 399 89616 Pane 139 


*t 

















JFK Act 6 


11. ALLEGED FABIAN SOCIALISTS IN CIA | 

• I KV ... a -. . .„ _.,.JFK Act 6 

In 1956^_former head of G-2,' made 

available to the Bureau on a strictly confidential basis 

detailed information concerning alleged infiltrat ion of th e 

United States Government by "Fabian Socialists." fc X) JFK Act 6 

furnished the names of.many individuals whom he considered to 

fall into this category. Many of those listed were CIA executives. 

This item is being listed in the event we felt that 
it could be used to justify that as of that period there was 
reason to deal with CIA in a very circumspect manner. 

(Memorandum Roach to Belmont January 11, 1956, ’’Infiltration 
of Fabian Socialists into the High Policy Areas of the 
United States Government") 

12. DELAYS IN HANDLING NAME CHECK REQUESTS 

By letter dated January 11, 1956, our Washington Field 
Office called attention to extreme delays encountered in obtaining 
results of name check requests submitted to CIA. These delays 
particularly related to investigations ox applicant matters 
being handled by the Bureau, (Memorandum Roach to Belmont January 19, 
1956 "Applicant Matters - Record Checks at CIA") 

13. WILLIAM P. BUNDY 

In March, 1956, Allen Dulles announced that William 
P. Bundy would serve as a secretary for the Intelligence Advisory 
Committee (IAC), of which the Bureau was a member. Bundy, son- 
in-law of Dean.Acheson, admitted contributing to the Alger Hiss 
Defense Fund. At the time of this contribution, Bundy was in 
the same law firm with Donald Hiss, brother of Alger Hiss. 

Although we did not object to the appointment of Bundy, 
this is another item to be kept in mind in the event we desired 
to uphold an argument that there was reason to be circumspect 
in dealings with CIA. 



JFK Act 6 (1)(Bk 


XiYr,\ _ Iwas a le ading scientist assigned to the(c5> 

Jj f He had been used as a co'nsu 1 tant, 
such agencies as the Atomic"Energy Commission (AEC) and CIA, 
n October, 1955jjffihe met a Soviet scientist a nd, with t he know- 
edge of AEC and'xlA, began cultivating him. I I informed^ 
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us that he had been advised by a CIA official that the FBI 
would be furnishing operational guidance to him* We had never 
become involved in any such arrangement, and we later determined 
that a CIA official had been in error in making the above- 
described misrepresentation. We protested the CIA official's 
handling of this matter. (Re ^Dr . | 

15. I —Xs 1 


FK Act 6 (1)(B 
JFK Act 6 (1)(B 


J 


i) On July 20, 1956, we determined 


C 


litarv iTFE 


.at one 

had been in contact with£ 

Washington, D. C. We further ascertaine 
CIA employee. We were informed by CIA o n^July 21^ sL956, 
the Agency ha d no informat ion concerning Hrenor t ^ 

contacts with |_ I^We f Iaterinterviewed ) Jf and 


it was indicated that fact, had be.en 

a CIA official concerning his meetings with[ 
Attache. We protested and CIA submitted 
(Memorand um Belmont to Boardman July 2L, 



a le tter 
1956 


JFK Act § 


16. [MARK GOLANSKY^ fs) 


In July, 1956, a statement was made by a State 
Department official to the effect that a CIA employee allegedly 
had advised that the subject, a Soviet agent, was being per¬ 
mitted to enter the United States so that his activities 
could be covered and so that the Bureau would be in a position 
to promote a defection. The Bureau was not in possession of 
any information indicating that we had sanctioned the entry 
of the subject for the purpose described above. The State 
Department official was unable to recall the name of the CIA 
employee involved; inquiry at CIA was negative. We were not 
in a position to identify the CIA employee without conducting 
investigation within the Ag ency or without the Agency coming 
up with the identity. (Re: I J fe 
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JFK Act 6 (1). CB 

JFK Act 6 (1)(B 


f By letter dated November 8, 1956, we strongly pro¬ 

tested to CIA because representatives of that Agency had inter¬ 
viewed an alien in the United States without first obtaining 
clearance from the Bureau. It should be noted that there was 
a well-established agreement whereby it was incumbent upon 
CIA to first check with the Bureau before interviewing any 
alien in the United States. (Letter to CIA November 8, 1956, 
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JFK Act'6 


| was a former student at Columbia University JFK Act 
with W*^™ -gy^ hppn jn rtr>n t.an.t. hpp.aiigp rvF hi g association 

■with a]_|)£)ln December, 


JFK Act 6 


1956 JL^ _^Jmadea trip to 

an unidentified individual 


that the writer was^ 


and was 


J^/here he wd!s contacted by ^ r 
given . a letter indicating 


ft 


_ _ _ _ _ M that he fas 

interested in cooperating with the United Spates. When[^ 


JFK Act 6 


returned to the United States, we permitted CIA to interview 
the subject because of the Agency' s foreig n .intelligence inter¬ 
ests. We subsequently interviewed ] ~ fr &twhichtimehe 

informed us that he had been cautioned by CIA not to furnish 
pertinent information to the Bureau. 
statement was made. (Re: 


JFK Act € 


CIA denied that any such 

‘ 1 -----..JFK Act 


19. CIA REQUEST FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING A HIGH-SPEED CAMERA- 
1957__ • _ 

The San Francisco Office furnished 1 information 
indicating chat CIA had requested a firm in California to fur¬ 
nish that Agency information regarding all foreign inquiries 
pertaining to a high-speed camera manufactured by the company. 

The matter was reviewed because we wanted ta» be certain that 
CIA was not invading our jurisdiction. We did not develop 
evidence that CIA had overstepped its jurisdiction. The Director 
did make a notation, "O.K., but it does seem to me we give CIA 
a pretty wide authority to explore such a field. H" 

(Memorandum Belmont to Boardman April 10, 1957,{^''Flow of 
Intelligence Information to Soviets and Satellites through 
So-Called Channels") 
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Act € 


On May 28, 1957, CIA advised that one of it s_repre- 
sentatives in the field had interviewed ths captioned |_ 
alien who h ad agresd to r ^oopfiratfi with the Agency af ter he 
returned to |/|jblA conducted this interview 

first obtaining clearance from the Bureau. Such clearance was 
necessary pursuant to an established agreement. A 
protest was made to the Agency. (Re* 1 Act 


W 


~ ..A* fV*.*'**’ ■* - V 


0EBT 


-6 - U 


(1)(B) 

(1)(B) 
(1)(B) 

m f§i 

(1)(B) 
(1)(B) 

(1)(B) 

(1)(B) 


(1) (B 

(1) (B 
(1)(Bl 

(1)(B) 
































0 i; 

tPMfi. i 


21. ¥CIA REQUEST FOR TOUR FOR/COLOMBIAN INTELLIGENCE SERVICE_ fJ/ 

JjREPRE SE NT AT IVES - 1957 

. (*)In July, 1957, CIA requested a tour for several 

(yolombiajaJ officials who were coming to this country under CIA 
jLnvitation. CIA was told that no tours would be given to the 
(^Jjj^olombians"^ because in the past a^olombia^arabassador had 
grossly insulted the Bureau after we had arrested the 
ambassador’s chauffeur on White Slave Traffic Act charge.#^ £v>) 

If we so desired, we could give consideration to 
accusing CIA of trying to impose upon us individuals whom we 
considered undesirable in light of the foregoing. 

(Memorandum July 15, 1957, Roach to Belmont ^Representatives 
of Colombian Intelligence Serviced- Request for Bureau Tour 
by CIA") "t& 


"REQUEST FOR SECURITY SURVEY OF COUNCIL ON FOREIGN 
RELATIONS - NEW YORK CITY - 1957 



Co) 


On November 15, 1957, cur- New-York: Office was con¬ 
tacted by the local CIA representative who desired to be in¬ 
formed if the Bureau could conduct a security survey of the 
premises of the Council on Foreign Relations which were located 
across the street from a building occupied fey the Soviet - 
United Nations Delegation*. The CIA representative indicated 
that his visit to our office was pursuant te instructions 
received from Allen -Dulles who allegedly was concerned about 
the possibility of the Soviets establishing coverage of 
conversations and discussions which might be held at the Council. 
•It should be noted that the Council included as members many 
well-known personalities, including officiafs. of the United 
States Government. 

Pursuant to instructions, Allen Dalles was informed, 
on November 18, 1957, that we did not like the approach used 
by CIA in that such a sensitive matter had been taken up at 
the field level rather than through Bureau Headquarters. 
(Memorandum Roach to Belmont November 19, 19)57, re "Council 
on Foreign Relations") 
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JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


In Oc tober. 195 7, we received information fromfl 

indicating that __ Scientist then visiting in th e United 1 

States might defect. We followed developments through /| 
and we kept CIA advised. The Agency was fully aware of the 
.. ^-Situati on and particularly knew that we were in contact with 

~~T) Wesubseq uentlyreceived information indicating th pg§ 
ca . ; J j a CIA employee, established contact with yisp 

foi l ~~ I f or the p urpose of developing information concerning tne / 


K Act 6 
IK Act 6 


work^f l^cientists* A protest was made to CIA for not (^5 
properly coordinating th eir inter ests with us, bearing inmindj^ 
that the action taken by possibly could have jeopard izCd^! 
a Bureau operation. (Re:/| f£) 7FK 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


By letter dated February 10, 1958, we directed a 



K Act 6 (1)(B) 
il 6 (1) (B) 


ALLEGED IMPERSONATION OF FBI EMPLOYEE 


On April 23, 1958, we received information indicating 
that a CIA employee allegedly had represented herself as being 
with the FBI w hen she tried to arrange an interview with 

J J an official of the Intern ational Association of JFK 
Machinists in Washington, D. C /Z jl ~H ]gave a signed statement 
in which he^claimed that he had received a phone call from a yjsZ 
Miss f~~ ^) wno said she was wit h theF BI.Uponchecking with^^ 
CIA, we were informed that Miss (f "[ deniedthat she had madefi 
such representation. (M emorandum Roach to Belmont April 25, ^ 

1958, ’’Unknown Sub.i ect;J l t ~TgN jfk 



JFK Act 6 


By letter dated May 12, 1958, the Bureau protested 
•to CIA for interviewing-an alien in the Detroit area without 
first obtaining the necessary clearance from the Bureau. 

Such clearance was necessary pu rsuant to established agreement. 

* |_ i te .: 


JFK Act 6 
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JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 




We received information in May, 1958, thatf" 
a CIA employee, was listed as being employed with the Bureau 
in the records of the District of Columbia S&tional Guard. 

The information was developed as the result of an investiga- 
tion bein g conducted by the Bureau for the Yhite House. 

furnished a signed statement indicating that he per¬ 
sonally had no knowledge of the existence of the above infor¬ 
mation in the National Guard records. 

(Memorandum Roach to Belmont May 17, 1958, ^Alleged 
Representation by CIA Employee of Employment with FBI”) 

28. CORNEL MUNTIU 

By letter dated June 10, 1958, we protested to CIA 
for not advising us concerning that Agency's interview of an 
individual who was the subject of a Bureau investigation. We 
had been corresponding with CIA concerning the subject, and 
the Agency should have been aware of our jLlxirGjT : 

(Re: Cornel Muntiu - 105-58749) 


.Ct 6 (1) (B) 


_ * <7* 


29. 


ALLEGED CIA INCOMPETENCE AND ALLEGED PENETRATION OF 
UNITED STATES AGENCIES 


By letter dated June 3, 1958, Lejpt,[TokyoTjMfrirnishe 
information volunteered to him by[Colonel femes RilejrJor G-2. 

($WRiley7was very strong in his denunciation g £ CIA. He indicated 
HjBafthe Agency was incompetent and that it was penetrating 
.other United States agencies. He also mentioned that when 
Allen Dulles was in Switzerland, Dulles was intimate with a 
woman, not identified. 

The above is being cited in the event we desire to 
use this information as evidence for supporting a position of 
being circumspect in dealings with the CIA.* 

(Letter dated June 3, 1-958, from Legat,/Tol^fon "Relations wit 
CIA") v - 
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The Legal Attache, Eonn, advised by letter dated 
June 10, 1958, that he had been invited to visit general Reinhard 
Gehlen^fS/the head of the [Wes t German Intelligence Service^l^CIA 
becameiware of this invitation, and an Agency representative 
informed our Legal Attache that it was not desired that the 
Legat visit with ^ehlen^MDur Legat was instructed by the Bureau 
to accept the invitation regardless of the CIA position. 

We could evaluate the CIA position in this matter as 
being uncooperative. (Memorandum Roach to Belmont June 17, 

In June, 1958, we raised the question concerning 
CIA’s failure to adher^to an agreement relating to CIA’s 
recruitment of ^Chinese]'aliens in the United States for over-^ 
seas intelligence operations^ Under the agreement, CIA was 
not to approach any /Shinesepalien without first checking with^T 
us. A situation developed in Illinois indicating that CIA 
allegedly had become interested in recruiting an alien and 
even took some action without first checking, with us. We 
expressed our disapproval in a letter to CIA June 12, 1958. 
(MemorandunwBelmont to Boardman June 9, 1958:, ’’Recruitment 
of {ghineseyAliens in the United States for Overseas 
Intelligence Operations’!) 

, 32. CIA OFFICIAL’S CRITICISM OR ’’MASTERS OP DECEIT ” 

Our Legal Attache, Tokyo, obtained a copy of a memo- 
.randum sent to an official in our Embassy in Tokyo by£j|phn Baker., 
[SyChief of the CIA Office in Japan.*1 In his communication £BnkerJ^) 
belittled the value of ’’Masters of Deceit” 1 as an anticommunist 
weapon in foreign countries. He claimed that the book pertained 
only to the Communist Party, USA, which he characterized as a 
small, ineffective, fraction-ridden organization. He stated 
that the author of the book, was not an intellectual but rather 
a policeman. (Memorandum Roach to Belmont June 12 and 24, 1958, 
"Masters of Deceit.’’) 
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1958, ’’Relations with CIA”) 


31. CIA INTEREST IN(CHINESE ALIENS 



V * 


33. I&CIA DEVELOPMENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 


S) 


GOVERNMENT SOURCES IN 


In May, 1958, CIA furnished iden tifying and b ack- 
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SK Act 6 

'u) 
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ground data conc ^x AJ. JL 11^ 

^nd/f 


nc^ 


ning three individuals 
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JFK Act 6 


in 


___ M ^ , .1 employees of the H1 JFK Act s 

^Government andassignedto theU nited States. 


had been d eveloped a s a source of information by CIA 
lift) I I ca me to CIA in Washington, D. C. 


and volunteered his services. 


had been developed as 
a source by CIA and had been furnishing some information to 
the Agency. In a l etter da ted June 24, 1958, we told CIA 
that in the case of I r &we felt that the Agency should 

have notified us at "an earlier date in order that we could 
have considered exp loitation fo r internal s ecurity purpo ses 
at the outset. (Re:I I Activities - L 


JFK Act' 6 

Ael § 

JFK Act 6 


JFK Act 6 


JFK Act 6 





valuable information. The beginnings of this case include 
information raising questions concerning CIA .cooperation. 

In June. 1958. we developed information ^indicating 


_fwhich had 


JFK Act 6 


that 

been addressed to the Director by an indivi dual~who had 
identified himself as | f$) rhe writ er further" Act 6 

indicated that he might be connected with^the f ^ intelligence” 6 

Service. The letter addressed to the Director had Been placed 
in an envelope which, in turn, had ended up in the office of 
the United States Ambassador in Switzerland7yfc)We subsequently 
received a copy of the particular communication from CIA, 
and the contents were such at that time that no action was 
required by the Bureau. We asked CIA for particulars leading 
to the alleged opening of the letter which had been addressed 
to the Director. CIA claimed that it had not opened the 
letter. We were confidentially informed by an Agency repre¬ 
sentative that the fAmbassadorPnad opened the letter and then 
referred the matter to CIA. The contents were such that inves¬ 
tigative action of an extensive nature was required by CIA 
in Europe. What actually happe ned at the United States Embassy 
is something we may never know . f 

. La ii i nn 
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JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


By letter dated June 26, 1958, we voiced our concern 
regarding- CIA's alleged interview of a|~Chinese]alien whom CIA(^3) 
was considering for overseas recruitment. CIA denied that an 
approach of the alien had been made. Our inve stigation contra ¬ 
dicted t-he statements emanating from CIA. (Re| (1)(B) 

^Bureau file£l34-5243T](g) 

• 36 • ^ COMPROMISE OF FBI TECHHICAL SURVEILLANCE COVERAGE^ fe) 

• On July 18, 1958, CIA requested the Bureau for 
••'•permission tcf^play a recording of a telephone conversation (t) 
obtained by the Bureau to (Icing Hussein of Jordan^^/The 
(S>(£ecordin^had been de vel oped through our Sensitive coverage 
of the Egyptian Embassvrun Washington, D. C. On June 5, 1958, 
we had obtained the contents of a{conversation between Mahmoud 
Rousan of the Jordanian Embassy and the Egyptian-vAir AttacheTl/^SJ 
The conversation strongly indicated that/gousap>was working 
closely with the (Egyptians^^Subsequently, CIA developed ( 
information indicating tha^fousanrwas a key figure in a 
revolutionary plot,-vthe objective of which was to overthrow 
^..gHussei 

QjousanJreturned to £jordanJ and was imprisoned by 
^Sy^jng HusseiTpbasea upon information made available through CIA. 
/.N^lousa^] denied any implication in any revolutionary activity and 
k^'ne was strongly supported by certain top officials in the 
/^ytr^rdaniaj0 Government.ffi’fhe king^told C IA that he was on the 
spot and that he needea proof "of /Rousan^lsyvconspiratorial 
activity. CIA asked if we would permit the^recording to be 
played to the King^stressing that this was the only way /King 
Hussien) could be convinced. 

^ On July 18, 1958, a CIA official was advised that 
the Bureau positively would not grant permission to ^Slaying 
of the recordingTV&We maintained that if we granted such 
permission, our ""other /coverage of a sensitive natur e? could 
be seriously imperiled. ' Ls) 

' On July 21, 1958, Allen Dulles asked if the Bureau 
would reconsider its^position in view of the critical situation 
in the/Middle Eas-QCvPursuant to instructions, CIA was then' 
told that in view of the position in which the Bureau had been 
placed, we acceded to Dulles' request. CIA was further told 
that we were seriously considering the germination of all of 
our technical surveillaneesj ( because we did not intend to be 
placed in such a position Tn the future. (jjJ 

. Qn July 22, 1958, Dulles told the Liaison Agent 
that he was very much disturbed over, the Director's reaction* 

He stated that he was not interested in holding a pistol 


- 12 - 




Pane 148 









I 

! 


■aje 




anybody*s head and he further indicated that he Was deliber¬ 
ating whether or not the ^ecordingyshould be used. It was 
recommended that the Liaison Agent follow the matter for the 
purpose of determining if the /re cordirigywas to be used by CIA, 
The Director*s notation was, "No. The fat is in the fire now 
and it is useless to waste any more time on it. We will 
probably hear of any details in Pearson’s column. HJ 


-mco) 


The strong position we took in resisting the 
dissemination of such sensitive information to a foreign 
government was fully justified. (Memorandum Roach to Bglmont, 
dated July 22, 1958, re "CIA Request fox* Permission to0*1 ay 
Technical Surveillance Recording to King Hussien, Jordan" 

37. 


I 


JBEptot-S.U.U.B 



_ We became concerned because this program 

was to involve deporta tion of undesirables, including American 
communists residing in i I The implementation of such a 

program would have res ulted in the return of American communi sts 
to the United States. I 


[ 


In September, 1958, we were informed that the 


Government 6 (1)(B1 


had embarked on a strong anticommunist program and certain 
Americans were ord ered deporte d. We checked with CIA and the 

claimed that his Agency was not 


Agency's chief in 
involved. MCo) 

The Liaison Agent subsequently was informed on a 
strictly confidential basis that the American Ambassador had 
been in contact with certain Mexican officials concerning 
possible anticommunist activities. The Ambassador had consulted 
With the local CIA chief and had asked for a list of Americans 
Who could be considered as being deportable. The CIA officer 
reportedly furnished a list of approximately 40 names. (memo¬ 
randum Roach to Belmo nt. September 17, 1958, "Legal Attache's 


Office, 
38. [Z 


Relationship with EmbassyandCIA 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


We expressed our displeasure to CIA in /September, 
Q.958H because of that Agency’s unauthorized investigation iri“ 
v the united States of a )l 17 cit izen who ey as here in conn^c- 


/ tion with an exchange program. The£ 


indicatedto an 


American friend that he was interested in staying in the Unite 
States, but was not ready for actual defection because of a 
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possible hostage situation in his native country. The Bureau 
was following this potential defection and pursuant to estab¬ 
lished procedures was keeping interested agencies apprised of 
developments. On September 15, 1958, we received information 
indicating that another Government agency was conducting an 
investigation of the subject. It was later est ablished that 
CIA was the other agency. (ReI 1 Bureau filej^§£ 

|l05-64024jj (g) . - ~~ d CO *^7 

39. CIA ACTIVITIESflNI 


Act 6 (.ini 


cA 


JFK Act 6 (1) (B| 


The Legal At tache, Tokyo, reported by letter da ted 
Septemb er 22, C 6 <*)<P| 

I l ^was a paid, Tiighly regarded, and very sensitive sourc e;. v 1 6 (1) (E < 

/S of CIA ^ This information was given to the Legal Attache by - 655 ^ 
(SyTColonel John B. Stanley^CG2 Heacf\in Japan. According to |J>tanleyl(S) 

CIA did no;t want this information to be known to other agencies, 
particularly the FBI. The Director’s notation was, "Some more 
of CIA double dealing. H." (Letter fr om Legat, Tokyo, dated 
September 22, 1958, "Investigations in | ~| JFK Act 6 1 


JJFK Act 6 (1)(B) 
JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


4°. ALLEGED CIA INCOMPETENCE ^ 

During the period October ^20-2jQ 1958, Bureau 
representatives attended a seminar at Orlando, Florida, which' 
was given by the U-.S. Air Force./A Among the activities was a 
lecture given bv f T of CIAr^TSubsequent to the^S^”" 

briefing, Generalfflillard Youngfrjpf • the Air Force confided to 
Bureau representa tives and expressed his displeasure with the 
^ v briefing g iven by ^J fe)Bewas particularly critical 

l$) l j reluctanceto furnish certain information, using the & 

'excuse mat the matter was of a "Top Se cret" na ture. General 
ZjylSbuniQstated that the position taken bv T if yasonly an/^<* 

excuse for incompetence on the part of CIA. ^6$^ 


:t 6 (1) (B 


6 (1) (B 


Act 6 (1) (B 


' This item is being cited in the event we desire to 
use the foregoing as evidence to support a position that we were 
obliged to be circumspect in dealing with CIA. (Memorandum * 
October 28, 1958, Roach to Belmont, (^J oint Strategic PlanningpC 5 ) 
Seminar, Orlando Air Force Base, Orlando, Florida, October J%Q-2€7\ 
1958") . ' 

41. CIA COVERAGE IN CUBA PRIOR TO OVERTHROW OF BATISTA GOVERNMENT 

The overthrow of the Batista Government on January 1, 
1959, and the subsequent assumption of power by Castro raised 
questions concerning the efficiency and competence of U.S. intel¬ 
ligence. Allen Dulles indicated that future developments would 
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show that many more people were involved in the Castro organi¬ 
zation than the U.S. Government had realized. Information 
coming to-our attention suggested the possibility that both 
State and .CIA had failed to assess developments in Cuba properly. 

The foregoing is cited in the event that we found ^/C/- 
reason to question the competency of A in CubaTf This couldJgQ (Oy 
he useful if we wanted to justify theexistence of a Legal 
Attache office in Havana. One could also comment that poor 
coverage in Cuba had an indirect and adverse effect on our 
operations in the United States. 


42. gfJKHAlL N. KOSTYUK 


tea Ai 


By letter dated"April 25, 1959, we voiced our 
objections to CIA for giving guidance to an individual with 
whom we had been maintaining contact for the purpose of developing 
him as a double agent.($}The individual involved wasfbr. William 
Randolph Lovelace IIJa well-known^expert in the field of £ S \ 
r^rmedicaljresearch as Tx applied to pace flying. JLovelac^ was 

also a contract agent of CIA And Jrad occasion to handle sensitive 
matters for that Agency/] In^pril, H959, Lovelacejwas preparing Q S) 
to make a trip to Moscow. CIS briefed him on matters as tney 
applied to his trip. The Agency also interviewed him concerning 
his relationship with the subject in Washington, D. C,, and, 
furthermore, gave him guidance concerning the relationship. 

We objected to CIA giving any guidance to ^Lp velac£Jconcerning/S) 
his contacts with the subject without first consulting with us?. 

^^(Mikhail N. Kostyuk^J Bureau file£l05-69694)f r 

43. ALLEGED BELITTLING OF COMMUNISM BY AtLEtT DULLES 


In July, 1959, Allen Dulles of CIA spoke at the 
National Strategy Seminar of the National War College. One 
of the professors handling the Seminar was critical of Dulles. 

He claimed that Dulles had belittled the importance of the 
: \ communist problem. 

The above is being cited in the event we desire to 
: utilize the information in justifying a position that it was 
necessary to be circumspect with CIA. (Memorandum W. C. Sullivan 
to Belmont, August 14, 1969, ’’National Strategy Seminar, National 
4 , War College, July, 1959”) 

' I j * * 

I "TRW’ MAGAZINE ARTICLE - SEPTEMBER, 1959 


In September, 1959, ’’True” magazine carried an 
article captioned ’’Allen Dulles: America*s Global Sherlock,” 
which included information of a derogatory nature concerning' 









s 


■ f JFK Act 6 (1) (B) 


which led to an almost ope n break between the B ureau and CIA. 

The article was written by I I who was connected 

jwith the International Labor Organization la Gene va, Switzerland, 
(I J The article 

was very complimentary toward CIA. The author “made reference 
to relations between the Bureau and CIA and quite clearly 
indicated that they were strained. He claimed that the CIA 
took Agents from FBI; that Agents did not remain in the Bureau 
for an extended period; and he related a story very critical 
of the Director. 

We learned that the author had been in contact with 
CIA when he was preparing the article. We were told that^Ly.man 
(s') Kirkpatric CJ a CIA official, had read and approved the article 
prior to its publication. As a result of this information, 
^Ki rkpatricSQbecame persona non grata witb the Bureau. 

^ The Liaison Agent had conferred with both Dulles 
/$'■} and {ICirkpatricI^ concerning the matter. We took the position 
u ’ that based upon the information made available CIA had promoted, 
condoned, or possibly even authored the article. Dulles denied 
• that this was so and thenQLirkpatricI^produced information indi¬ 
cating that he had been knowledgeable of the authorfs article 


before it was published. 


\author had contacted (Stanley 


(£) Grogan^} one of (Kirkpatrick*^subordinates^ and had 

discussed the matter with him. The author allegedly had raised 
the question of straineds relations between the two agencies 
and at that time(^rogany-reportedly told the author that rela¬ 
tions were not strained, but were satisfactory. Nevertheless, 
the final draft of the article included the derogatory infor¬ 
mation and the facts available to us indicate thatKirkpatrick]} 
had the opportunity to alert the Bureau to the existence of the 
article before it was published. He did mot do so. He told 
’ us that this was an oversight. 

Consideration was given to severance of liaison 
relations. It was recommended and approved that liaison continue 
and that we keep Dulles and CIA on the string as to what coursf 
of action we were going to take. It was suggested that we not 
immediately answer letterg^which had been sent to; the Bureau 
by Dulles and (lCirkpatric5>in connection with this particular 
matter. It was also recomme{ided and approved that we cut off 
. all contact with /Kir kpatrickTl^ 

Jj By letter dated September 11, 1959, to Dulles, the 

Director expressed his keen disappointment because officials of 
CIA, when they had the opportunity, had failed to voice any con¬ 
cern or objection to ’’True" magazine, and furthermore, had failed 
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to notify theJBureau. A letter dated September 16, 1959, was 
also sent to jj Q rkpatriclq fctnd he was .told that the Bureau was 
disappointed in him because he ha'd failed to make any objection 
to the article and had not alerted us concerning the impending 
attack against the Bureau. (Memorandum Frohbose to Belmont, 
August 27, 1959, "Allen Dulles: America’s Global Sherlock, 
’True’ Magazine, September, 1959"; and Memorandum Frohbose to 
Belmont, September 4, 1959, "Allen Dulles") 


45. ACTIVITIES OF CONTACTS DIVISION OF CIA - 1959 


We received information in September, 1959, that 
the Contacts Division of CIA had held interviews with American 
businessmen in the Boston area, which dealt with meetings between 
-the businessmen and visiting (jfo viets^&CIA reportedly .was inter¬ 
ested in developing positive intelligence information,£%ut it 
so happened that^one of the /§o viets\was involved in afaouble 
agent operation) being handled by tTie Bureau. Thj^Bureau already 
had notified CIA of our interest in the ^So vietletter 
dated September 29, 1959, we voiced our objection to the manner 
in which CIA had handled this. (RefBernard M. GordonH Bureai/<) 
file [134-84932 g) J • J 

46. APPEARANCE OF COLONEL FRANTISEK TISLER BEFORE THE 

HOUSE COMMITTEE.ON UNAMERICAN ACTIVITIES (HCUA) - 1959 


v/ 


.On November 6, 1959, information was received 
indicating that HCUA was interested in obtaining Colonel Frantisek 
Tisler, a Czech defector, to testify before the Committee. HCUA 
advised us that it had contacted the State Department who, in 
turn, had conferred with CIA. Allen Dulles allegedly informed 
HCUA that Tisler was agreeable to appearing before the Committee 
and that he would be made available pursuant to certain security 
instructions. 



The Director asked whether or not CIA had authority 
to make a defector available to a congressional committee without 
first checking with other interested agencies. The Director was 
informed that CIA did not have such authority because a National 
Security Council directive made it very clear that this could not 
be done without processing the matter through the Inter-Agency 
Defector Committee. In this particular case the aforementioned 
Committee had not called a meeting, but the chairman, a,CIA 
official, had made certain phone calls. A Bureau representative 
was contacted by phone on November 6, 1959, but at that time we 
had not formulated a position. Allen Dulles allegedly contacted 
the chairman of the Committee and was told that the Committee 
had no objection to making Tisler available. - - 



L 


HW 55036 Docld:32989616 


Page 153 






I 




On November 13, 1959, CIA representatives were 
informed that we were opposed to making the defector available 
to HCUA. On that same date we were told that CIA was informing 
HCUA it was reversing its position and that, upon reconsideration, 
it did not feel that Tisler could be made available. 

By memorandum dated November 14, 1959, the develop¬ 
ments in this matter were reviewed and it was recommended that 
at the next Inter-Agency Defector Committee meeting we strongly 
protest CIA's dereliction in the handling of the HCUA request. 
(Bureau file 105-38958) , 


CRITICISM OP DIRECTOR 




On April 11, I960, [Ray Tanner,, Preside!^ of Reicco 
Xtompany, Caracas, Venezu ela^ informed th a.\Bureau tliat he recently^Sy 
^held a con versation,.with P* J/an off icial p ik the ( E 

^Embassy in i _ _J ivas CIA employee.. ^ I tookexception 

*^0 complimen tary st atements made by (jannerfeoncerning the Direc^or^gg^ 
and the FBI. T stated that the Director should have retired^S^p*^ 

five years ago for the good of all concerned. A protest was made 
to Allen Dulles on April 20, I960. (Memo randum Frohbose to Belmont, 
Apr 3 1 21; 1960. T ]Q *JFK Act 6 (i) ( b ) 

48. (ROBERT AMORY^PlA OFFICIAL ALLEGEDLY ADVOCATING 

RECOGNITION OF RED CHINA - 1960 __ 

In February, 1960, /Dr. Frank Barnett, Director of 
Research^/for the Richardson Foundation, volunteered information 
concerning statements allegedly made by Robert Amory, a top 
CIA official. allegedly advocated recognition of Red 

China. 4$) 

This matter was called to the attention of Allen 
Dulles and on April 20, 1960, Dulles informed the Liaison Agent 
that he had./Conducted an inquiry, had reviewed a tape recording 
of (Arpory talk, and was satisfied that Zlsoryp had not made the 
statement attributed to him. 

The above -is being cited in the event we desire to 
dispute the position taken by Dulles. If the evidence clearly 
established that f&norgfhad made such a statement, we could use 
the information to”support a position that we would have been 
warranted in being most circumspect with CIA. (Memorandum 
Frohbose to Belmont, April 21, 1960, (^Robert Amory 

49. ALLEGED INSTALLATION OF MICROPHONES QN U.S. 

PREMISES ABROAD BY CIA _ 

■ A State Department representative informed the Bureau 
that a microphone had been found in the 3F...S. Embassy, Mexico City; 
that it had been planted by CIA; and that Allen Dulles allegedly 
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had maintained that if CIA was to operate effectively, it had 
to know what was going on in U.S. establishments. The implication 
was left- that CIA was covering activities of other U.S. agencies 
through technical installations.. Inquiries developed informa¬ 
tion indicating that CIA had installed a microphone in the Embassy 
in 1952 at the request of a State Department official. The Office 
of Security in State Department was contacted in an effort to 
pin this down in a more specific manner. We were told by State 
that their records did not contain any information concerning 
the microphone. 

Subsequently, a letter was transmitted to all Legal 
Attaches instructing them to be on the alert for technical 
installations which may affect Bureau operations. (Memorandum 
I/Allier to Belmont, May 2, 1960, "Installation of Microphones 
on U.S. Premises Abroad by CIA”) 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


_ We received information indicating thatthesubject, 

a (1 ^ intelligence agent an d the subject of a Bureau (B1 

investigation, had planned to defect [ I 1B) 

permitted a CIA representative to contact the subject in order ^ 
to orient him so that maximum '"propaganda effect would be derived . 
through n ewspaper publicity —"We were told that the CIA repre- 
sentative [_ Jhad beeninstructedbyhis headquarter^jSp> 

to tell the subject that he would not be prosecuted by the U.S. ^ 
Government. We complained to CIA stressing that the Agency 

had no power or authority to promise the subject immu nity. _ 

(Memorand um L’Allier to Belmont. September 30. 1960.il JFK ‘‘T 6 (1)(B) 

-I reX . .. Act 6 (l) ( b ) 


JFK Act‘6 


Miss I__JJa CIA employee, obtained a£2§r 

position as a secretary^in the Office of (the Tunisian Delegatrxbn 
to the United NationsJl s /Prior to receiving this job, CIA checked 
with .the Bureau. ThedLiaison Agen£ subsequently learned that 
f j) had informed [tlxe Tunisiansrjthat she was leaving her job{ 

The"|TunisiansJinquired if she could recommend somebo dy else-.^ ^ 
She them the name of another CIA employee, Missl l Jt ftwTt 


j x The Liaison Agent informed CIA that the Agency was 

out of line by not, first checking with the Bureau before recom¬ 
mending |~ J] to (the Tunisians f] that the Bureau was interested 
in.developing intelligence information which might be useful 
to the U.S, Government; and that, in this instance, CIA was 
obstructing operations by not appropriately coordinating with 
J;he Bureau. (Memorandum L’Allier to Belmont, October 31, 1960, 


SJd (bJ 


6 (1) (B 
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52. CIA USE OF BUREAU INFORMATION IN 

A U.S. INTELLIGENCE BOARD DOCUMENT 

. On March 30, 1961, the Liaison Agent contacted 
Allen Dulles concerning CIA’s failure to obtain Bureau clearance 
for use of our information in a U.S. Intelligence Board document. 
No known damage had been done, but the Agent stressed the sensi¬ 
tivity of the Bureau information. Dulles requested one of his 
subordinates to establish a procedure to prevent a recurrence 
of such errors. (Memorandum L'Allier to Belmont, March 30, 1961,. 

£solo"2J^t (u) 

53. ’’SPY IN THE U.S.” BOOK AUTHORED BY PAY/EL MONAT 


In July, 1961, our Chicago Office received galley 
proofs of the book ’’Spy in the U.S.," written by Pawel Monat. 

A review of these proofs disclosed several references which 
portrayed our counterespionage capabilities in an unfavorable 
light. Since CIA was responsible for Monat and for any writing 
which he might perform, the matter was discussed with CIA. It 
turned out that CIA had not been following the preparation of 
the book. We were told that steps would be taken to protect 
Bureau interest. The publishers had indicated to CIA that they 
would cooperate on changes. Although some changes were made, 
the book still came out with some information which was not 
entirely favorable to the Bureau. (Pawel Monat, Bureau file 
105-40510) 


54. CONFLICT WITH LEGAL ATTACHE,0EXICO CITy}- 1961 

■ ' On October 6, 1961, our Legal Attache, (|[exico City,^ 

received information indicating that thefCzech Embassj^Ji-n that' 
city was planning to protest harassment of its personnel bv TT.S 

Intelligence. The Legal Attache was told by the |_ JFK Act 

that the Agency was not involved. On October 12, 1961, the 
same CIA of ficer changed his position and admitted that CIA had 
been involved to a certain extent. The Liaison Agent objected 
to these tactics. It was important to him to kaiow the facts 
so he could be guided accordingly. (Memoranduiffjjsii*Allier to 

Sullivan, October 18, 1961, ^Czechoslovakian Diplomatic 
Activities}- Mexico 

-''it) 




55. CIA TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE ACTIVITY IN THE UNITED STATES - 1SS1 


When he defected in December, 1961 


. t 


JE’FC-ftet. 


furnished information concerning alleged penetration of American 
intelligence. Inquiries and review conducted by CIA within the 
Agency suggested that a CIA intelligence off icer :r “ jv ^V 
was a logical suspect. We conferred with CIA and on February 9, 
1962, we advised the Agency that we would take over the investi¬ 
gation. 


1) (B) 
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! SECRET 

!, Colonel 


On February 7, 1962, Colonel Sheffield Edwards, 
Director of Security, CIA, informed the Liaison Agent that 
CIA was preparing a report containing extremely sensitive 
information. He stated that this information came from a 
sensitive source and he was not certain as to how it should 
be handled. As a result of a discussion with Edwards on 
February 26, 1962, it was a scertain ed that CIA had maintained 
a technical surveillance on /1 | over an extended period. 

Edwards explained that he had been reluctant to identify this”^ 
source at an earlier date because he feared that prosecution 
could have been jeopardized and, furthermore, he did not want 
his Agency embarrassed in the event the Bureau objected to 
,CIA maintaining a capability such as technical surveillances, 
lit was made emphatically clear to Edwards that it was absolutely 
[necessary that we be provided with all the details and, further¬ 
more, that CIA, at the outset, should have apprised us of the 
existence of the coverage. The Director made the notation, 

"I.only wish we would eventually realize CIA can never be 
depended upon to deal forthrightly with us. Certainly my 
skepticism isn't based on prejudice nor suspicion, but on 
specific instances of all too many in number. Yet, there 
exists wistful belief that the 'leopard has changed his 
spots .J H." (Memorandum Branigan to Sullivan February 27, 


FK Act 6 (1)(B) 


1962, QMJnkndwn Subject; KGe Agent Known 

se - ‘ ' 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B 


In February, 1962, the Liaison Agent was requested 
to discuss with CIA a case which, in our opinion, clearly 
indicated CIA had failed to keep us appropriately informed 
of developments. The Bureau's original inter est was initiated 

in Mia mi as a result of a discussion with CIA I . JE T Act 6 

I I Attempts to get CIA replies via correspondence were jfk Act 6 
negative. On February 13., 1962, the Liaison Agent discussed 
the matter with CIA and received a reply which did not adequately 
satisfy the Bureau's request. (Memorandum Donahoe to Sullivan, 
February 27, 1962, and Brennan to Sullivan, March 2, 1962; Bureau 
file [105-99947XjgJ 

57. CIA WIRE TAPPING IN THE UNITED STATES 


(1) (Bj 
(1) (Bj 


Sometime prior to the Bay of Pigs fiasco, CIA had 
become involved in a weird plan designed to bring about the 
assassination of Fidel Castro. One of the principal ingredients 
of this plan was to be the utilization of U.S. hoodlums; CIA 
established contact with Robert Maheu, former Bureau Agent, who 
served as the intermediary in dealings with the notorious 
hoodlum, Sam Giancana. 



J 
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The entire operation fell apart when we developed 
information indicating that Maheu was behind a wire tapping 
operation.in Nevada. Potentially, there were elements for 
possible violation of unauthorized publication or use of 
communications. However, prosecution was out of the question 
because of the tainted involvement of CIA. (Arthur James Balletti, 
"Unauthorized Publication or Use of Communications" and memo¬ 
randum from the Director to Mr. Tolson, dated May 10, 1962) 



[M 


ALWIN ODIO TAMAYO 


US 



In October, 1962, we lodged a protest with CIA 
because the Agency initiated operation of Cuban agents in the 
Miami area and in so doing violated Bureau jurisdiction. 
Arrangements were subsequently effected where the source in 
the matter was turned over to the Bureau for handling. (Memo¬ 
randum Brennan to Sullivan, October 29, 1962,f"Alwin Odio 
Tamayo '— . 

59. {"Thelma KiNGlf g) 

On April 23, 1963, CIA requested that the Bureau 
establish coverage on a visiting /Pa namania n l national. We£jjj^£ C- J 
immediately instituted investigation and fEen determined tKat 
CIA actually had been instrumental in supporting the subject’s 
trip to the United States. CIA had been endeavoring to recruit 
the subject.. On April 29, 1963, a strong protest was lodged 
with General Carter, Deputy Director of CIA. (Memorandum 
Brennan to Sullivan, April 26, 1963, [♦’Thelma King")fj£s^ 

60 . ALLEGED ATTACK ON BUREAU BY JOHN McCONE 


We received information in December, 1963, indicating 
that John McCone, Director of CIA, allegedly was attacking the 
Bureau in what would appear to be a vicious and underhanded 
manner. McCone allegedly informed Congressman Jerry Ford and 
Drew Pearson that CIA had uncovered a plot in Mexico City 
indicating that Lee Harvey Oswald had received $6,500 to 
assassinate President Kennedy. The story attributed to McCone 
appeared to be related to information which had come from one 
Gilberto Alvarado, a Nicaraguan national. Interrogation of 
Alvarado, including a polygraph, disclosed that he had fabricated 
his story. This had been made known to CIA and to McCone. There¬ 
fore, if McCone had made the above statements to Ford and Pearson, 
it would appear that it would have been an obvious attempt to 
ridicule the Bureau. The Liaison Agent contacted McCone on 
December 23, 1963. McCone vehemently denied the allegations. 
(Memorandum Brennan to Sullivan, December 23, 1963, "Relations 
With CIA") 


I 
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• 


RI NOSENKO 


sD&) 


The subject is 


contact .'with CIA in/1962, 
openly defected in 


Soviet national who first made 
pressing a desire to cooperate„ He 
d he is currently in the United States. 
He has been the source^ol^considerable controversy because of 
Questions raised pertaining to his bona fides. Early in tl964~°\ fSj 
CIA took a very strong position indicating that {NosenkcQ was 
a plant. The Bureau did not make a commitment on bona fides. ^ 
In the meantime, [Nosenko^^although controversial, continues to 
furnish voluminous information. 

It is possible that at some future date the issue of 
bona fides will be conclusively resolved and the action taken 
by the Bureau so far will have been justified. This is important 
to be kept in mind as far as the future is concerned. 

r 

If it is finally concluded that(Nosenkojis a bona 
fide defector, CIA could be charged with gross mishandling of 
tjie subject over a period of years. f(Yuri NosenkoTXBureau file 
g5-68530. ... CS) 


62. j^R 


JOSE RAFAEL SUAREZ-ARCOS 


m 


.:*v c] 

Ci)(cc 


On April 13, 1964, the Liaison Agent protested to 
CIA because the Agency had failed to notify the Bureau concerning n 
the past utilization of an individual as a double agent in an 
operation directed against t£e Soviets pj. Mexico^ The indj-vidual^J^- 
in this case was serving as^|ji ^Epuadorian Consuj) in Texas/p.n 1964 
and because CIA did not notify us concerning the past, our interests 
could have been jeopardized, bearing in sind that the/^EcuadorianX.3) 
could have been in contact with the Soviets without our knowledge. 
CIA had severed its relationship with thep!cuadorianJprior to hisf^S) 
consulajrjassignment in the United States, but CIA, nevertheless,/^, 
liad an obligation to give us proper notification. (Memorandum 
Brennan to Sullivan, April 7, 1964, j^LJose Rafael Suarez-Arcos "3ds) 


63. CIA COVERT ACTIVITY 


h 


1965 



.JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


^ 1 • W e received informat ion in June, 1965, that certain 

(2luban exiles | [{ were representing themselves ; a ^ 

Qbeing with the ’’Department of National Security." These exile 
had been interviewing Cuban refugees concerning political con- 



ditions in Cuba. 

J We ascertained that 

this activitv was beinsrCSJ 

performed in be! 

ialf of CIA, 

JFK-'-h Tt~6 

1_ 


jf TO6 


We protested, bearing in mind that the cover being used could 
Cause embarrassment to the United States and could impose a 
problem for the Bureau because we would become the recipients 
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of impersonation complaints. CIA was requested to take immediate 
steps to correct the undesirable situation.. We were subsequently 
informed' by CIA that the credentials had been withdrawn and that 
the cover would no longer be used. (Memorandum Brennan to Sullivan, 
June 21, 1965, "Central Intelligence Agency - Operations (in. MiaraPJ|g& 

GA I \t^ \ .. ..JFK Act 6 


\ct 6 (1)(B) 


In August, 1965, both the Bureau and CIA had an 
. in terest in assessi ng the potential utilization of the services 
/$) of ( I~ H a Haitian^exile residing in the United State 

We were interestea Ln I I beca use he potentially could furnishfe)6 (i i (b> 

information concerning '_ J jexilesin this country and th e^ S fefe 

Agency wanted to utilize him in overseas intelligence operations. ^ 

We informed CIA that would not be made available to theQ5>). e (imb 

Agency. CIA appealed and asked that we recons ider our positiori 
because of the potentially high value of If in the proposed (t5j ) 6 Wib 

CIA operation. While we were negotiatin^f^viTh CIA, we determined 
that the Agency was already in contact with the subject and was 
conferring with him. We subsequently protested to the Age ncy 
who claimed that it had not been out of line in contacting ll f /^Y (B 
because the Agency had maintained a relationship with him in the^ 
past. We did not accept this e xplanation. (Memor tcIjivIvITu Gillian 
to Sullivan, September 2, 1965, _ [( .<) JFKAct6 (1)(B 


65. INSECURE HANDLING OF j _ [ INFORMATION | 

By letter dated ^ ecember 2, OSH ssTf 
that one of its representatives had notified 


JFK Act 6 


CIA informed usUgjf 
the U.S. Ambassador 


.A tnat one ox its representatives naa notinea tne u.p. amoassa-uor 
^ * in (Burmal that the newly designated [SoviejfjSlilitary Attache 
(CyRangooinhad cooperated with the FBI prior to leaving the Unitedj0§ 
Statesfin 196jMhd that he had remained in contact following-^f^T 
his return toQfoscowTjf^This all pertained to a sensitive Bureau^ 
source who had been transferred by the {SovietJGovernment from^S^^ 
[Moscow]to (3he Soviet] Embassy in(j3urma7] By letter dated December i 
j% 965_£|we made a strong protest to CIA charging that Agency w ithfeip 
violating an understanding relative tol l 


violating an understanding relative toll_JsTf 

Admiral Raborn, then Director of CIA, telephonically contacted 
the Director, made reference to our communication, acknowledged 
that his man had been-out of line, but did express concern 
that the Bureau's displeasure had been placed in writing. The 
Director made it .crystal clear that he was not happy with the 
unauthorized action taken by CIA and instruc ted that no further 
operational activity be taken with regard to l^ _f until we^^ 
determined what CIA planned to do concerning the m atter. as. 

(Memorandum Brennan to Sullivan,j^Becember 2,(_1965,. I I jL* 




JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


% • In ^aiich, 19& 6j}CIA requested coverage on a visiting(J5} 

ficial of the l |/ (revernmen t1be cause of information develooed 

.'the Agency indicating that the] |was yorking for therKKGB./| 

























Instructions were sent to the field and we then learned in 
New York City that CIA allegedly planned to make a recruitment 
approach. The matter was taken up with CIA headquarters and 
a protest was made because of the wide discrepancy in the 
reports we received on CI A intentions. (Mem orandum Brennan to 


Sullivan, April 18, 1966, 



JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


67. 


PASSING OF BUREAU DOCUMENTS TO 

SENATOR ROBERT\C. BYRD BY CIA EMPLOYEE - 1966 


In September, 1966, we developed information indicating 
that copies of FBI documents had been passed to Senator Byrd by 
CIA. The matter was discussed with the Director of CIA and the 
Agency subsequently conduc ted an investigation an d established , 
that one of its employees, £ ~jj had submitted^) ;; 

a name check request to the Bureau concerning one /Ra lph D. FertigT^>) 
who wa s the subject of the material in question. At that time ~ J ^ / 

1 Hi had a responsibility of handling name check requests for 6 < 1 > < B > 


CIA and, in this connection, was in contact with our Name Check 
Section. He admitted that he instituted a name check on an "off 
the cuff basis" for another CIA employee namedf 


t 6 (1) (B) 


It is my recollection that one ox- both CIA employees 
were subsequently fired or asked to resign. (Memorandum 
Brennan to Sullivan, September 21, 1966, "Leak of FBI Documents 
ConcerningjJRalph D. Fertigjt^ Senator Robert C. Byrd")j^^5 r ‘"£ 


68. /ALLEGED COMPROMISE OF BUREAU DOUBLE AGENT 


|AK 



to 


fin March, 1967, we protested to CIA in connection 
with a matter relating to our mutual jjrjterest in a£chemistp(s) 
connected withpjchering^orporatiorj^nfjNewark, New derse^3^0pt'O 
We were utilizing /the 'chemis t] as ardouble agent in an pperation 
directed against 4tZe Sovie ts^S CsCIA had established a relation¬ 
ship with the same person for the purpose of acquiring positive 
intelligence relating to the field of ]~ant ibioticsrff^OurjH^ewark jfr ^^C^u) 
■ Office received information indicating that a CIA officer^. 
withou-Lauthorization, compromised our relationship witlf£fche 
(£)f6hemist/by discussing the matter with the president of theCg^(>y 
firm. (Memorandum Suilivan to DeLoach, March 15, 1967, 


p'NK 2264-S, IS - 

fcr ^ 


69. 


3 © 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 


In July, 1967, we protested to CIA in a case where 
the Agency allegedly had failed to report to us concerning a 
communication which a Cuban exile, residing in the United States, 
had received from the Cuban Intelligence Service. The particular 
communication had instructed the exile to initiate preparations 
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for the handling of an intelligence assignment in the United 
States. CIA claimed that the exile had been reluctant to 
operate in. this country and CIA then instructed him not to 
respond to the communication received from Cuba. We took the 
position that despite this reluctance on the part of the exile, 
the Bureau had been entitled to have had the opportunity to 
make its own as sessment. (Memorandum Brennan ta Sullivan, 

July 20, 1967, | IS - Cuba tr lp6gF 


70. CIA AND ITS INVOLVEMENT IN LEGISLATION 
DEALING WITH THE ’’ERVIN BILL” 


IS - Cuba”), 


Act 6 (1)(B) 


On June 5, 1969, information was received indicating 
that Richard Helms had sent Senator Sam Ervin three proposed 
amendments to the legislation being proposed by the Senator, . 
all dealing with the protection of the constitutional rights 
of Government employees. We had been following developments 
relating to this proposed legislation because the provisions 
had a very definite bearing on Bureau operations. The proposed 
amendments made by Helms included exemptions from certain 
provisions of the Bill for FBI, CIA, and the National Security 
Agency. These amendments, were suggested by CIA without prior 
consultation with the Bureau. The Director made the notation, 

’’This presumptuous action of Helms’ is astounding." (M. A. Jones 
to Bishop memorandum, June 6, 1969, ”S. 782; Protection of 
Constitutional Rights of Government Employees to Prevent 
Unwarranted Invasion of Their Privacy”) 

71.. CIA COVERAGE OF BUREAU LEADS 

Historically, CIA’s coverage of Bureau leads had 
been decidedly spotty from the standpoint of delivering 
■satisfactory content and servicing the leads within a reasonable 
period of time. It would be necessary to review hundreds, if 
not thousands, of files to document what we consider delays in 
following our leads. It should be noted that CIA, organizationally, 
has never maintained an atmosphere of discipline in any way 
comparable to that of the Bureau. Matters are not followed 
as promptly and responsibility is not firmly fixed. This 
evaluation is made in light of standards followed by the Bureau. 

We continually prod and push CIA for responses. To develop all 
of the evidence to explain these delays would require an inspection 
of CIA operations. CIA has given the following types of■responses: 
hazards of adverse operating conditions in backward countries; 
limited personnel; undue exposure to hostile intelligence, police, 
and security services; pressures placed on the Agency on priority 
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targets quite often dealing with political crises in foreign 
countries. Although CIA has not ventured to emphasize the 
point, i-t is believed that in many instances it has not pro¬ 
duced satisfactorily and efficiently because of the absence 
of reliable sources. 

72. LACK OF PROPER ORIENTATION OF BUREAU 
RESPONSIBILITIES AND JURISDICTION, 

Although there has been decided improvement in 
recent years, the Liaison Agent continues to note a definite 
lack of knowledge of FBI responsibilities and jurisdiction on 
the part of CIA employees. They do receive some training in 
this regard, but the impression is left that such training 
could be much more extensive. The Bureau’s Liaison Agent has 
lectured to hundreds of CIA employees in the last few years 
and this has produced significant signs of concrete benefits. 

CIA employees encountered the Liaison Agent on a very regular 
basis and asked questions pertaining to our responsibilities. 
Nevertheless, there is room for much improvement. 

73. CIA POLICY REGARDING DISSEMINATION TO OUR LEGAL ATTACHES 

There has been a sore spot in connection with CIA 
policy relating to its dissemination of information^at a local . tv 
level in our embassies?) This policy allegedly has applied tcQ§£CQ^J 
all other agencies and includes our Legal Attaches. CIA has 
maintained that unless the information it develops or receives 
is in the immediate jurisdiction of a particular agency, it 
will only disseminate at the Seat of Government. As an example, 
if CIA received information concerning the existence of a U.S. 
criminal fugitive in a foreign country, it would disseminate 
to the Legal Attache. However, if the information falls within 
the area of intelligence, which includes subversive activities, 
the Agency has stated that under its system the information is 
considered to be ’’raw material” and that it must be evaluated 
at headquarters and reviewed in the context of what has been 
received from other countries, and then disseminated to inter¬ 
ested customers. We have not raised an issue, but dissemination 
regarding political conditions in a country where the Legal 
Attache is assigned could be useful because it would further 
orient him in his dealings with foreign officials. There have 
been exceptions where the CIA/chief in an area, on his own \ 

initiative^ has given such information to our Legal Attache 
After CIA disseminates at headquarters, we are in a position 
to'communicate the information to our Legal Attaches. This 
helps, but it would be much more convenient for the Legal 
Attache to receive it£at the local level£ |fejy 
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There are situations where CIA offices abroad 
receive information regarding a subject, such as an alleged 
spy traveling to the United States, or the case abroad 
simply-has ramifications in this country. In these instances, 
CIA has. followed a definite pattern over the years of not 
furnishing such information to the Legal Attache, but 
disseminating to us at Seat of Government. Here again, CIA 
has maintained that its headquarters must review the data and 
make the decision regarding dissemination. We have not raised 
an issue. We could by claiming that the Legal Attache could 
be useful in evaluating the case and being in a position to 
follow Bureau interests as soon as possible. However, if we 
pushed for a change in current conditions, we should consider 
that the Legal Attaches possibly could inherit responsibilities 
abroad which might present risks or operational headaches. 


[For several years there existed a coordinating 
mechanism^in Germany headed by CIA. This was a committee 
headed by the Agency and composed of representatives of other 
U.S. agencies. The committee reviewed espionage and counter¬ 
espionage developments in Germany which had a bearing on U.S. 
interests. If a problem of operational jurisdiction arose 
among the U.S. agencies, the committee mechanism was used to 
establish an agreed-to operating agreement. Quite often vari 
responsibilities were divided among the different agencies/] 
It is my recollection that the Bureau has not been interesfe 
in becoming a part of such a committee. If we did, we could 
end up with responsibilities not entirely agreeable to us. 



I 74. SOME PAST HISTORY WHICH IS VERY RELEVANT 

i , - 

. ' When evaluating our relationship with CIA, including 

our grievances, it is believed that we cannot overlook the 
relevancy of the serious differences we experienced with the 
Office of Strategic Services (OSS) during World War II. The 
l seeds leading to the establishment of CIA came from OSS. William 

Donovan, who was the head of OSS, has been referred to as the 
"Father of CIA." 

There were instances when OSS blatantly ignored FBI 
jurisdiction and fafled to coordinate on numerous matters. There 
d?as^a number of CIA officials who obviously had a definite dislike 
for the Bureau. The loose administration of OSS, its employment 
of known subversives, its alleged penetration by the Soviets, 

, and its attitude toward the Russian Government at the time posed 

I serious problems to the Bureau. At one point OSS was actually 

giving serious consideration to establishing liaison with the 
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NKVD. Because a substantial number of OSS officials subsequently 
became important figures within CIA, it would be logical to 
assume that the FBI was justified in being most prudent, if not 
circumspect, in dealings with the Agency. 

When evaluating its position in 1970, the Bureau 
rightfully cannot forget the troubles with OSS. At the same 
time, it would be most unwise if we neglected to examine the 
role played by the Bureau when we disbanded our SIS operations 
in 1947. In a matter of hours, we destroyed hundreds of files 
in our SIS offices abroad, and we did not turn over to CIA a 
large number of sources and informants. There have been many 
•, ex-Agents who had been connected with SIS, who were familiar • 
with the file destruction operation, and who later became 
•connected with CIA. It is possible that the Agency could 
argue that the actions by the Bureau were detrimental to U.S. 
interests and impaired CIA’s early efforts to establish desired 
coverage in Latin America. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT ' g^'Q 
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Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
■W« C. Sullivan-' • /• • ' 
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Reference my memorandum 3/25/70 concerning letter 3/20/70 
from CIA Director Helms. In letter, Helms expresses full agreement 
with Director’s view that intelligence collection efforts of FBI and CIA 
must be closely coordinated and that periodic reappraisal of sucn efforts 
is required. He has invited Director’s desires as to how such reassessments 
can be best conducted. He refers to 1966 conference between Bureau and 
CIA representatives, which resulted in agreement covering certain phases oi 
intelligence collection, and suggests additional discussions at this time. 

V Helms has listed jnine speci fic.areas for possible discussion at 

conference b^eeTBureaiTandCIA. He states he would sincerely welcome 
Director’s observations on his proposed agenda. Specilic items Hstea by 
Helms are set forth hereinafter together with my observations, 

1. Electronic Surveillance Coverage (Elsurs) $ 

T “ ~ _ / # 

Helms notes Bureau has been receptive in past to requests for/' 
this type coverage and has capability and experience in this field which cannot 
be duplicated by any other U.S. agency. Helms refers to October, 1969, ^ -■ 

CIA request for elsur coverage of two Indian nationals visiting U.S., one ox 
whom had KGB connections. Bureau advised CIA at that time that it should 
refer such requests directly to Attorney General (AG) for approval. Helms 
suggests question of such coverage be reopened between FBI and CIA 
representatives, adding that this coverage stolid be_rigidly conto Uga. -. .^ 

- ’ . 7 . Comment: We have always been highly selective in our use of 
elsurs, particularly during recent years in view of sensitive nature of this 
type coverage, legal considerations, and manpower commitments. ._CIA : , 
which has no p.vosecutiye.responsibilities, may.not understand the Bureau's 
positiorTin this matter or need for great selectivity but I do. not feel Director 
\ should modify' stand taken in October, 1969, that CIA should seek approval 
I directly from AG. Helms’ point that no other U.S agency has capability of 
FBI in this field may have merit and when CIA can first clehfly-justify requests 
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• • for this type coverage to-the AG,-, if the Director wishes we could consider 
~YU, handling actual installatioisbn a highly selective basis as we currently do 
pL. ’>v : with' respect to .meritorious requests by- State Department'. Each one, .of : 

«h* ' course,' would'be judged on its own merits. But, there should be no change in.' 
pur O ct ober. 1969. positio n that CIA must first geFapproval for such coverage 
from AG. 

k t-n i ** '/J 




I) » * >a 

* l T 


Helms cites importance of this as intelligence tool, which has 
been proven in past. He has impression it has been discontinued and suggests 
FBI-CIA representatives confer to determine whether such coverage could be 
used with regard to investigations of Soviet bloc, New Left, and foreign agents. 

Comment: In line with Director’s instructions, we have discontinued 
this coverage in recent years. We know that other Federal agencies, including 
Army and CIA., utilize this type coverage frequently and often with success 
such as we experienced ourselves in the past. Both Army and CIA regularly 
make available to us results of their coverage abroad concerning individuals 
of interest to Bureau. This type coverage is sensitive and Helms has not 
spelled out specifically what CIA may have in mind here. This type coverage 
is too .sensitive .to. .be discussed in .written, .correspondence. I recommend 
that we seek further information in direct discussions with CIA before 
deciding on our course of action. Of course no com mitments .of any..kind 
will be made and all issues raised will be referred to the Director for a 
decision. { 

w PLv-dy 

3. CIA Technical Sendees . ■ 



Helms calls attention to recent technical and scientific equipment 
recently developed by CIA in the counterintelligence field (specialized TV 
equipment, laser beam devices, etc.). He indicates willingness to share 
such equipment and developments with Bureau and indicates he would welcome 
suggestions as to how such equipment can be better employed. 

Comment: While it is_not likely CIA has developed equipment of 
this type which is not already known to FBI Laboratory and while some of 
equipment to which Helms alludes may have no applicability to our needs, I 
\ do not believe we have anything to lose by exploring this on a selective basis. 
‘Qualified personnel from FBI Laboratory could confer with appropriate CIA 
representatives to insure we have benefit of any recent scientific advances 
• realized by CIA. tVv4 * 

p $ 
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Memorandum for Mr. DeLoach 
•ARE:' 'RELATIONS WITH-Cl A"- 


4. Courses in Positive Intelligence Requirements and Reporting 

■ ’ * • - «• . * . 

’’ Helms' offers to - make available to us training courses in positive 
intelligence for purpose of discussing in.‘depth tlje needs Of the. intelligence" 
community, including CIA. 


Com me nt: I see no need for this at this time . We have a high ly 
^ effective an d : co mpr ehensiv e. 8 tr aining .program. Lorvour., Agents in-.s.ecurity..;Work,:>^ 
and I see no necessity for training lectures by CIA personnel. We regularly 
receive from CIA copies of the Current Intelligence Reporting List which out¬ 
lines priorities and requirements of other U.S. intelligence agencies in particu¬ 
lar areas of positive intelligence. These Lists are reviewed by appropriate 
supervisors at SOG and are then furnished on regular basis to interested field 


offices. If any new developments occur in this field, we can always reconsider 
I if we wish. But as stated there is no need at this time, -ws j , ,. 

/vT" 

5. Seminars on Opposition Services 


Helms suggests that FBI and CIA specialists concerning hostile 
intelligence services meet as needed to keep abreast of new developments 
and patterns on part of hostile intelligence agencies. He feels such 
discussions should provide an opportunity to possibly devise new means to 
penetrate or neutralize enemy forces. '' • 

Comment: I do no t be lieve t her e is anv need for conferences of 
ty pe re ferred to.Jby. Helnoa_except o n an infrequentbasis. Of course, where 
special circumstances warrant and provided such conferences are tightly 
controlled by Bureau and specifically approved by Director there would be 
no reason to object to them per se. 

6. Live Bloc Sources ’ . 


Helms refers-to prior cooperation between FBI and CIA in handling 
of communist bloc defectors and penetration agents but expresses belief there 
is room for improvement in establishing more uniform exploitation of these 
sources. He invites Director’s suggestions for better coordination and evalua¬ 
tion of live source information. 


Comment: Our 1966 conferences and agreement with CIA were 
largely concerned with coordination and handling of live sources. This agree¬ 
ment has_pr.Qvea.effective as Helms agrees. I_am_.not aware of .any need for 


modifying the 1966 understanding but this is an area which is quite sensitive ana 
' Helms has not speiled out what he may have in mind. I feel we should listen 
to any proposals CIA may have to offer on this point in direct discussions with ^ 

]their representatives. Ag ain, no c ommitments would be made and any propo sal: 
‘would be referred to the"Director for a decision.. . jrT _, t 
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•••'• '••• • ■ Memoi’an dum-f or. Mr- ■ De.Loach 
.RE:,. BSLATIONS WITH CM ... 


Live Sources in Non-Bloc Area 


• ’Helms points out .diplomatic‘sources in this area., especially . ’ ; 

critical Middle' East and Latin-American fields, could provide much needed 
intelligence. He urges the full potential of this area be explored by repre¬ 
sentatives of both agencies. 

Comment: This is very similar to previous point (6) and again 
involves 1966 agreement. I think our approach shoul d b e the same : namely, 
while we are not aware of any problems in this area we could listen to any 
proposals CIA has to make and, of course, we would refer them to the Director 
prior to taking any action. O/l'L, 

8. New Left and Racial Matters 

Helms notes that there is already a substantial exchange of infor¬ 
mation in this area and cites close connections between subversive elements 
in U.S. and abroad. He suggests we consider how we can best employ our 
respective manpower to meet this threat which is international in scope. 

Comment: We have carefully reviewed this situation and,feeLCL4 
could definitely provide more information. concerning activities of New Left 
andjblack.’extee.mists while "traveling abroad and additional data concerning 

• .foreign funding or support of subversive activities in U„ S. We furnish a 
great deal of information to CIA regarding foreign aspects of the extremist 
movement developed through our investigations. As to manpower commitments, 
our own use of manpower is, of course, under constant review. There are 
heavy manpower demands on FBI in a host of areas (organized crime, civil 
rights, applicant investigations, etc.) outside the security field. I .would be 

. definitely, opposed to any discussions-with. CIA involving the allocation of manpowy 
bz.fiither agency,,33bi&. is .a. matter.,for..ja^h,agency > tp_decjde_inj.ts-own-best 
interests.and.judgment. 

9. Relations With Domestic Field Offices and Legal Attaches • 

Helms expresses belief there are no serious conflicts in this area 
but there may be room to improve quality of liaison so as to expand intelli¬ 
gence collection efforts, particularly in view of changing conations both here 
and abroad. . 

Comment: As indicated, Helms does not perceive any serious, pro- 
. Jbleins in this area either in U.S. or abroad. Our policy has always been that 

any matters of substance involving liaison with CIA or other agencies must be 
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handled at_headquarters levei. To do othe'rwise could result in.loose.adminis¬ 
trative control. I feei that we should.adhere strictly to our .longrstanding policy 
in this connection and I see no need for. discussions with CIA dh this issue. 

OdO N~* 

. . RECOMMENDED REPLY-TO HELMS:- ..- . • - •> . : 

I do not believe the Director should seek to furnish d etai led 
observations regarding the Bureau’s position on the various mat ters suggested 
•Helms A Many : <jf• them -are! quite- sensitivb'and- complex- andPthere is-nothing ■■ • 
to be gained by spelling out the Director’s views in.writing on such matters. 
Accordingly, I recommend that a gen eral reply be sent to Helms indicating 
our willingness to meet with CIA representatives’for dir ect discussions on 
those points which merit further elaboration or where we might at least be 
willing to listen to any CIA proposals. 

Bearing in mind specific observations set forth above, I think 
our reply to Helms should show we are amenable to direct conferences with 
| CIA on certain of t hese i ssues but we should indicate.we see nothing to be 
(gaine d by di scussions...at this time with regard to the following: 

(4) Courses in Positive Intelligence Requirements’and Reporting; 

(5) Seminars on Opposition Services; (8) New Left and Racial Matters; 
and (9) Relations With Domestic Field Offices and Legal Attaches. With 
regard to the other points, any discussions with CIA would be strictly within 
current policies laid down by the Director and no commitrnent s ..vr»uld be 
made b y Bure au repress ntatives . All matters req uiring a de cis ion which 

’ might arise woulal5eTeTerred to the Director.for a decision. 


If the Director desires, Inspector D e E. Moore and myself would 
represent the Bureau in such meetings with CIA representatives. On a 
selective basis, other officials of Domestic Intelligence Division could be 


asked to join me as required. 


Ct\ 


ACTION: 



Attached for the Director’s approval is a letter to Helms in line 
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ROUTE IN ENVELOPE “ 31 ’ 1970 

gfi&- BY COURIER SERVICE 

C\\Ar^ 


Honorable Richard Helms 
Director 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Washington, D. C.. 

• Dear Mr. Helms: 


*t®>y 






I have carefully reviewed your letter of March 20 setting 
out your observations with respect to various matters of mutual interest. 

I certainly appreciate your land comments concerning me and I share 
your convictions as to the need for close coordination of our intelligence 
collection activities in behalf of the national security. 

* 

Your letter suggested nine particular areas which might be 
the subject of further discussions aimed at improving the coordination of 
our operations. A number of these topics are highly sensitive and complex 
and I will therefore make no effort here to set forth my views in detail. 

However, in response to your letter and as a prelude to any direct discus¬ 
sions on these matters, certain observations on my part may be appropriate. 

With regard to electronic surveillance and mail coverage, 
there is no question as to the frequent value of such operations in develop¬ 
ing needed intelligence. Cn the other hand, the use of these measures in 
domestic investigations poses a number of problems which may not be 
encountered in similar operations abroad. There is widespread concern 
by the American public regarding the possible misuse of this type coverage* 
Moreover, various legal considerations must be borne in mind, including 
the impact such coverage may have on our numerous prosecutive responsi¬ 
bilities. The FBI’s effectiveness has always depended in large measure on ^ 
bur capacity to retain the full.confidence of the American people* The use ^ 
of any investigative measures which infringe on traditional rights of privacy 
must therefore be scrutinized most carefully. Within this framework,. however, 
I would be willing to consider any"proposals your Agency may“5ErsSsffTx 
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!. Honorable Richard Helms 


. \ Your offer to make available certain technical equipment 
developed by the Agency is most welcome and I fully reciprocate your 
willingness to cooperate in the exchange of relevant scientific data. 

I am prepared to designate appropriate representatives of the FBI 
Laboratory to meet with CIA technical personnel at any mutually 
convenient time. 


SECRET 


With respect to the inclusion of positive intelligence courses 
in our training curricula, I am sure you will recognize that our training 
programs must be designed primarily to fulfill our own widespread and 
demanding responsibilities. While I appreciate your offer, I do not 
feel it would be feasible at this time to include the proposed courses 
in our training schedules. I would certainly have no objection to the 
holding of seminars between specialists of our two agencies in selective 
areas of interest when justified by specific circumstances. 


Concerning the coordination of FBI-CIA activities in the 
exploitation of live sources, both in the communist bloc field and with regard 
to key nonbloc establishments, I am not aware of any significant problems. 
The 1966 agreement between our agencies was concerned directly with this 
question and I have no changes to suggest in the ground rules at this time. 
However, in the event your Agency has some specific proposals to make, 

I would welcome hearing further from you in this connection. 

There is already a considerable exchange -of information 
between our agencies concerning New Left and racial extremist matters. 
Frequently, as you have pointed out, there have been substantial connections 
between subversive and extremist elements in the United States and their 
counterparts abroad. We will continue to furnish your Agency information 
being developed by the Bureau which might have a bearing on your 
intelligence requirements. At the same time, we are definitely in need of 
additional information from your Agency as to the foreign aspects of the 
extremist movement in the United States, including foreign funding and 
support Of local extremist organizations. While I do not believe there is 
any need for detailed discussions on this point, if you have any specific 
suggestions to make we would be pleased to consider them. 


. MW 55036 Dodd: 32989616 Page 172 


- 2 - 








Honorable Richard Helms 


. . Similarly, I am not aware of any major problems which exist 
at this time in connection with the coordination of our field liaison 
operations. It has been my long-standing policy that serious questions 
affecting the coordination of our activities with other Government 
agencies should be handled and controlled at a headquarters level in 
order to avoid administrative confusion and misunderstanding. 

In line with my letter of March 11 and the observations 
contained in your, letter of March 20, I will in the immediate future 
' designate appropriate officials of the Bureau to meet with your representatives 
for detailed discussions of these matters. It is my earnest hope that such 
conferences will lead, to a sharpened understanding of the responsibilities 
and objectives of our respective agencies and will serve to promote more 
effective cooperation in our joint commitment to the national intelligence 
needs. 

Sincerely yours, 

J. Edgar Hoover * 


NOTE: 


See memo Sullivan to DeLoach 3/30/70 captioned "Relations 
With CIA" prepared by WCS:mea, 
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*■ # yNITED STATES GOvE^MENT* 

v ; s Memorandum 

-••••• '-•• •• . •. .< ■ .'T :> Tr>v/ 

to Mr. C. D c DeLoach|— ' 

from : W. C. Sullivans 


subject:.^^ elatiqns with CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 


l- Mr. DeLoac0 j 

I - Mr. Sullivan f 

1 - Mr. Conrad 

date': " April 14j 1970'^ 


Reference my memorandum 3/30/70 summarizing proposals of 
• CIA Director Helms regarding FBI-CIA coordination in intelligence collection 
activities. Director approved meetings between CIA and Bureau representa¬ 
tives to further explore these matters. —— 

On afternoon of 4/13/70, Inspector D. E. Moore and myself met 
briefly with Mr. James Angleton, Chief, Counterintelligence Staff, CIA, 
and Mr. W. Scott Miler of his staff. This session was strictly exploratory 
■ in nature and was aimed at defining the scope and limitations of our 

- discussions with CIA on the points in question. Angleton noted that CIA 
Director Reims will be closely folluwiug the outcome Of these discus cions 

- and is personally interested in resolving any current problems m this area. 

Mr. Angleton indicated that Q A would like to direct initial attention 
i to two of the items cited by Helms, namely, the question of audio (electronic 
\ surveillance) coverage and the suggestion that FBI and CIA specialists in the 
j communist bloc field hold periodic seminars to coordinate our information. 
•The Bureau’s position regarding electronic surveillance coverage, as 
outlined in the Director’s letter to Helms 00/31/70, was reitereated with 
emphasis upon the problems such coverage often pose with regard to 
1 prosecution as well as adverse public reaction to this type coverage. 

■ I made the point that the Bureau has not received the necessary 
support in tills area from responsible quarters; that in the past the Bureau 
had a substantial amount of coverage of this type in the interest of both our 
own counterintelligence responsibilities as well as the national security ■ 
interest but that we have had to retrench in recent years largely as a result 
of the lack of support for such operations. _ 4 

• - t<FP && 

1 ...E Angleton noted that in response to CIA’s request for electronic 

coverage of two Indian nationals who were suspected KGB agents in the Fall 
of 1969, the Bureau had requested that th<y ta ke thisjcnat terjun with the 

Classifiechby ^ ^ _ ■ • r 
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V ‘Memorandum for Mr, DeLoach ^LAppu ■■'••• 
.RE;. RELATIONS WITH CIA ... .... .... . ... ,. 


1 Attorney General. He said that CIA has been giving the question of 
approaching the Attorney General considerable thought but tins would 
■Vi..-. -involve-a-.whole new-set-of-procedures-and policy,considerations .which,.;;....... ... 

.. would have to. be carefully considered. * Angleton said that his staff was in 
the process 'of drawing up a proposal on this'point for Mr. Helms to ; 

1 consider and that they would probably have something specific for the 
, Bureau to consider at a subsequent meeting. 

■ v r Concerning the proposed'semiharV in'Hhe‘with the 'Director’s''- 
\letter to Helms 3/31/70, I pointed out that we would certainly have no 
{objection to such conferences where the occasion justified them. From 
' Anglejxm's remarks, it appears that CIA is primarily interested here in the 
Soviet field and would like to furnish the Bureau with details of an extensive 
research project CIA has undertaken in recent years to correlate all available 
source information regarding known Soviet intelligence agents. This 
• [ apparently would not involve any commitment by the Bureau and would represent 
( essentially an opportunity for us to see what CIA has done in this field and 
! now 7 it might tie iu with any current Bureau interest. When CIA submit any 
)firm proposals in this regard, we will submit specific recommendations. 

Angleton said that CIA would be in touch with us when they have 
1 firmed up various proposals and at that time Inspector Moore and myself 
will meet with them again as required. The Director, of course, will be 
, kept fully informed and no commitments will be made without his prior 
!' • approval. • • . 


ACTION: 


For information. 
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-UNITED STATES f '\ NMENT 

MemoranMim 


TO : Mr. DeLoach 


DATE: larch 9, 1970 


FROM 


: W. C. Sulliva^ . 


SUBJECT: ^LATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


hECMSSpTEDJ 




Reference is made to the memorandum W. C, Sullivan 
to C. D. DeLoach dated 3/5/70> captioned'as above. At that 
time the Director was advised this Division would make an 
analysis of each situation cited in the-memorandum of 
Special Agent Sam J. Papich relative to grievances which CIA \ 
might hold in connection with relations with the FBI. 

Enclosed will be found, an dnaliysis of 38 items 
(2 are contained in one memorandum, maSSing a total of 37 
memoranda) , In substance our analysis does not show any 
real reason why CIA would raise any issie in connection with ' 

37 out of the 38 items. The recommended! action in each of 
these cases would logically ciuac the suiter. In one memorandum^ 
the 37th item^SStSSS^!, it is recommended that a carefully worded 
letter to CIA outlining policy and the basic elements of 
intelligence and counterintelligence week affecting the 
United States be sent.to that Agency. The purpose of this is 
to protect the Bureau by giving CIA a tiiance to make any 
comments, if it has any, in regard to tie current utilization 
pf sources and facilities affecting both CIA and the Bureau. ? 

If CIA replies that it is satisfied widft the current intelli¬ 

gence conditions in this area, we v/ill put this particular 
matter to rest and we will have their latter in the file. 4 

\ This Division will take any send all steps to comply, 

with the Director f s wishes in-this matter and in any- other 
concerning which this Division is involved. 1 

\ 

RECOMMENDATION : 
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Mr. C. D. DcLoach 







DATE: March 6, 1970 


FROM : Mr. W. C. Sullivan 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

MOCASE (THE BORIS MORROS CASE) 


n "- 3 w 


t • 
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Director by Special Agent (SA) Sam Papich in his memorandum 
3/5/70 discusses the case of Boris Morros-(Mocase) . 

BACKGROUND OF CASE Boris Morros, a Hollywood motion picture 

producer, was recruited by Soviet intelligence in 1935. From 
1947 to 1957 he was operated as a double agent by the FBI. This 
was an extremely sensitive counterintelligence operation involving 
Soviet intelligence activities in the United States in which 
Morros traveled behind the 'Iron Curtain for meetings with his 
Soviet principals. 

Information obtained by Morros from his Soviet contacts 
was disseminated to interested agencies, including the Central 
Intelligence Agency, On January 25, 1957, Jack Soble, Myra Soble, 
and Jacob Albam were arrested in New York on charges of conspiracy 
to commit espionage against the United States. 


PROBLEM WITH CIA 


On March 16, 1954, the Bureau disseminated 


information received from Boris Morros to heads of the various 
intelligence agencies, including, CIA. By letter of March 27, 1954, 
Lieutenant General C.. P. Cabell, Acting Director of CIA, 
criticized the- information and, in effect, characterized it as 
"fabrication or.the product of a paper mill," which conclusion 
Cabell stated had been applied to many similar disseminations in 
the past from apparently the same' source. By letter of April 5, 
1954, the Bureau informed CIA that it was believed that no useful 
purpose would be served in making any future dissemination to 
CIA of information received from this source. 

On April 9, 1954, Mr, Allen Dulles, then Director of 
CIA, advised Liaison Agent Papich that he had been looking into the 
matter and there was ho question in his mind but that his agency 
had acted stupidly in transmitting such a letter to the Bureau. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 



By letter of April ‘2X , , oa *l954, Mr. Dulles stated that 
CIA would appreciate it if the Bureau would kindly continue 
to send reports from the source (Morros) which relate 
to matters of foreign intelligence. ( By letter of April 29, 1954, 
the Director expressed the opinion that no useful purpose 
would be served by disseminating to CIA. information received 
from the source in’ the future. 

Nevertheless, memorandum //AM£ to dated 

April 28, 1954, pointed out that when and if the Bureau receives 
information in the Mocase in the future of a type required 
by National Security Council Direct lie to be furnished to CIA, 
it should be carefully evaluated., and % decision made at that time 
as to the officials and agencies of the'Government to whom it 
should be disseminated. The Director noted "OK but before anything 
goes to CIA from this source I want to pass on it. This 
restriction does not apply to dissemination to other agencies, H" 

Subsequent to the foregoing three disseminations were 
made to interested agencies, including CIA, based on information 
from Morros during October and December, 1954, and appropriate 
dissemination was made thereafter with the Director’s approval. 

As the time grew near for prosecutive action, the 
Department requested the Bureau to check with CIA to see if 
Department attorneys could interview a Soviet infc elligeirSe 
defector then in custody of CIA named /iSAm£ 

Accordingly, the Director authorized an oral briefing of Mr. Dulles 
and on 1/8/57 he and jf/A _ i of his staff were generally 
briefed on the Mocase and the contemplated prosecution. They were 
furnished with background data concerning subjects residing in 
MAtofz* • CIA was requested to search 

the names of individuals involved in the case and was ' 
asked regarding identities of CIA employees who might have 
information of pertinepce concerning the 


On March 4, 1957j AJAM5. _ informed the liaison 

agent of resentment on the part of CIA employees and officials 
based upon the following: '• 
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Memorandum to Mr, C. D. DeLoaeh 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


(1) CIA feels it should have been advised much 

earlier concerning those aspects of the case relating to 
CIA employees, ' J 

(2) Leads "were .given to CIA-at the same time the 
case was publicized and, therefore, CIA was handicapped, 

(3) The failure to coordinate the French aspects 
of the case with CIA permitted the French intelligence 
agencies to play a dominant role in the European 
investigation, 

(4) CIA fears the Bureau had not told it all there 
was to know about the.case that CIA should have known, 

DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA The Bureau took the position 
that any necessary investigation looking 'toward prosecution 
in countries where Bureau had a' Legal Attache would be 
referred by the Legal Attache to the appropriate investigative 
agency of that country. In those countries where the Bureau 
did not have a Legal Attache, request for investigation would 
be channelled through CIA, Because the were in 

France, the interrogation of the was handled by 

request from the Legal Attache to the French. 

r 

during tyorld War II had been with the 
Office of Strategic Services and had contacts later with^CIA 
personnel. Prior to decision on prosecution we did not 
disseminate information regarding the because we 

feared the effects of •‘compromise from possible leaks would - 
endanger the life of our source. This was particularly true 
in view of CIA's expressed attitude in 1954, Some leads had 
been given to CIA over two weeks before the arrests of the 
subjects in the United States, -Leads were not given earlier 
because of the fear of possible compromise. As far as 
coordinating the French aspects of the case were (concerned, 
it is doubted that CIA could have exerted any control over the 
French investigation after the French had the information. 

There was a distinct difference in this case between 
intelligence information and evidence in support of prosecutive 
action. 
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Recently the JVTUu t&Mt.e S£/?l/icG 

has made some inquiries relating to Boris Morros 
indicating the FoR6tct/_ma;y now believe Morros was either 
known to the Soviets as our agent or was under their control. 
It is not known id: the have discussed this matter 

with CIA; 

V* 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : • 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA'will make an issfte of this matter. 



at 



* 
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RECOMMENDED ACTION : ; 

None; We do not believe, in. light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
THE ABEL CASE • 

\ 

Item #3 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses the 
Abel case. ' 

According to Papich, CIA felt it was not given proper 
recognition for its contribution in tjie case, in that it took the 
risk and responsibility of transporting* A/AAE from to the 

U. S. in 1957 after the Bureau declined to become involved in this 
transportation; that after a short handling period in the U* S. the 
Bureau dropped //aHE , an alcoholic, because he became a problem 
and CIA took the responsibility of safeguarding him, giving the 
Bureau free access to him and time to develop leads leading to the 
apprehension of Abel; that CIA was responsible for making MAME 
mentally and physically capable to testify at the Abel trial; also, 
CIA incurred heavy expenses, all for the benefit of the Bureau; 
further, the Bureau never thanked CIA for its cooperation nor did it 
see fit to inform the Attorney General*or the White House of the 
role played by CIA. 

BACKGROUND OF THE SITUATION : 

Abel is the Soviet intelligence officer who was uncovered 
in the U. S. in 1957 through the defection of A/AMB 
inwilt't'fvt pat A 


III + 


date: March -fe, 1970 




t/6 


. fin 


On the night of May 7, 1957, //AAf£ of CIA advised 

VAMG that had walked into /the American Embassy in 

PiACj£ about three days ago and was referred to piA. He claimed he 
was a Soviet agent in New York since 1952 and gave certain details 
to back up his story. He claimed he was ordered back to Moscow and 
got ’’cold feet” in fi4.^c£ and wanted tb cooperate with American 
officials. He was in a highly emotional state which led CIA to 
question his mental' stability. It was the opinion Of t 

that no steps should be taken to return MAMG. to the U. S. until 
the story was substantiated or demolished to reflect his actual 
status. Our New York Office immediately instituted investigation^ 
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SEttI 

based on disclosures and v/as not able to prove or 

disprove his story. On May 3, 1957, CIA v/as informed of the 
facts developed-by our investigation and asked what action it 
intended to take regarding MAM&- ' return- to the U.S. On 
May 9, 1957, C/A advised of a report received from CIA, /%✓9c£ 
revealing that A/AM& had suffered almost a complete mental 
breakdown and that in view of his condition, arrangements were 
made by CIA for him to b'e returned to the U.S. by plane * On 
May 10, 1957,’ A/AM& was returned to the U.S. in the company of 
a CIA agent. On arrival our New York Agents were at the airport 
to take him over, but because of his emotional statey he was 
confined at the U.S. Marine Hospital in' Staten Island until 


May 


1957, when he was released to the custody of our Agents. 


Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) authorities 
arranged for his confinement in- the U/S, Marine Hospital, 

Staten Island, for psychiatric examination through the U.S. 

Public Ilealtn Service. (Liaison Agent Papich had previously 
conferred with an INS official who had stated that if WAMB 
condition warranted confinement upon his arrival in the U.S., 
an order would have to be issued by the U.S. Public Health 
Service). 

PAM& and wife were placed in a midtown hotel 

by New York Agents and were under-Bureau control from May 15, 1957, 
until June 20, 1957, when they-were taken to their residence in 

at their request. All expenses for their 
maintenance were paid by the Bureau. Curing this period?’ A/AM&. 
and his wife were becoming a problem because of heavy drinking 
and irrational behavior. . t 

* 

On June 13, 1957, Aibel was located by Bureau Agents when 
visiting his studio in Brooklyn, New York, Efforts by Bureau 
Agents and the Department to have //AM£ testify against Abel in a. 
criminal prosecution were unavailing. Y/ith the Department’s- 
concurrence, we arranged for INS authorities to arrest Abel on 
June 21, 1957, on an alien warrant. After Abel%s arrest, the 
Department continued to raise questions concerning UAAlz 
willingness to testify in an espionage prosecution against Abel 
and requested the Bureau to press MAM& in that -regard. Y/e 
took the position that any efforts to induce MAMB to testify 
should be made by th'e Department, as we realized that 
would undoubtedly want assurances, such as remaining in this 
country and financial assistance, and the Department was so 
advised. The Department was also advised that jthe Bureau 
would no longer pay A/AMS 'subsistence and that other 
arrangements would have to be made. In an effort to solicit 
IVAM& cooperation, the Department conferred with Allen 
Dulles of CIA to determine if CIA would be willing to sponsor 
the entry of into the U.S. under the authority granted 

the Director of CIA by law. Dulles indicated a willingness 
not only to sponsor AJptAJc, but also to assist in his rehabilitation 
rs-rgi: ftggnnr - 2 - _ 
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in the U.S., .such as assisting him in obtaining a job 
and furnishing financial assistance for an extended period 
of time. Oil July 21, 19S7 a CIA representative was placed 
in touch with by New York Agents for this purpose; 

Our Agents also arranged- for PCI's access to . MA/1& whenever nece 
sary. Subsequently, agreed to testify and appeared 

before a Federal grand jury on DAT-& • and PAT& 1957. 

As indicated above, we located Aoei on June 13 and 
he was taken into custody by INS on June 21, 1957. On July 21, 
1957, over a month later, CIA instituted arrangements for 
MAr.tfS rehabilitation. 

T/hile CIA undoubtedly .incurred heavy expenses on 
behalf of •, it was not at the request of. the Bureau 

but at the request of the department. 

* 

Regarding CIA’s ‘complaint that the Bureau never thanked 
it for its cooperation, it is pointed out that a letter from 
the Director was sent to Mr. Dulles on November 19, 1957, 
shortly after Abel's conviction. It pointed out the excellent 
cooperation of MAm£ and his staff with the Bureau 

since the inception of this case and that the Director wished 
to express his personal appreciation to MAMS. and his staff 
for their valuable assistance. r 

DISCOMMENDED ACTION: ■ # ‘ * 

None, v/e do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will jnake an issue of- this matter. 




TO : 

FROM : 

SUBJECT: 


! 

! 
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Item No. 4 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated 3/5/70 discusses 
belief by CIA officials that damaging publicity regarding 
A^AMfi emanated from' a s Bure'au report. 

was a CIA official at the time and the publicity was felt to 
be damaging to CIA. CIA apparently was-of the belief that 
the Bureau leaked the information to Senator 
who then released the information to the press. 


Bureau files reveal that in a discussion between 
SA Papich and Allen W. Dulles, then head of CIA, on 7/10/53 
Dulles inquired of Papich as to where _ could get infor- 

.mation such as that released toncerniiTg /i/AMB..- Papich 
immediately informed Dulles that if Dulles was under any 
suspicion that the Bureau might be disseminating such infor¬ 
mation to Senator- f/AME he was definitely wrong and off base. 
Papich also told Dulles that the results of the Bureau 
investigation concerning VAA? had also been made available 
to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) as well as other- 
interested agencies. Dulles told Papich that he definitely 
did not feel that the Bureau was involved in the JirfrMB 
releases to the press and that he was sorry if /there had been 
an impression he suspected the Bureau. 


There is nothing in Bureau files concerning 
which would indicate that the Bureau did, in fact, supply any 
information concerning f/AdE to Senator or the news 

media. There was considerable publicity concerning A/AM& 
at the time and it is noted that due to the fact that fJAAiE* 
/>ArA 


NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION ^ 
Unauthorized Disclosure 
Subject to Criminal Sanctions 





CONTINUED - OVER 


55036 


Dodd: 32989616 


Page 187 




Memorandum for Air.' DeLoach 
HE: RELATIONSHIP WITH THE 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


there was possibly an element of potential embarrassment to 
the Democratic Party attendant to publicity afforded the 
matter by J * it is also noted 

. that copies of reports of Bureau investigation concerning 
yPtMB had been disseminated, in addition to CIA, to Civil 
Service Commission, National Security Agency, Atomic Energy 
Commission,- Army and the Attorney General. A conflict broke 
out between CIA and Senator /l/AAG after 

publicly quoted frcm a document, not identified, which spelled 
out A>aM£- ah/o iPeMHpy/ye pat a , The files 

indicate that CIA alleged that-the AEC^had leaked the 
information in question to Senatdr McCarthy. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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SUBJECT: 


RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION 
CONCERNING ' 


scsSi&a. 


Item number five in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich with his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses a question raised by 
former CIA Director Allen Dulles concerning the propriety of FBI 
dissemination of information concerning ASAM& who 

pat a • 


• The particular information referred to by Mr. Dulles had been 
furnished FBI by A/$h£ /y p&PARTy fiJT of l^bo/^ 

made several accusations against CIA. Mr. Dulles took the position 
that dissemination of the allegations to the White House, Attorney General 
and Department of State had placed Dulles pn the spot because the 
data was not a complete story. 

c 

BACKGROUND : • ‘ *' 

CIA”advised that on£>AT£/53 UfirnB had informed CIA representa¬ 
tives abroad that he had evidence pointing toward . A/ft-MS being a 
•communist and active agent, and that yflrME might shortly be exposed 
by the McCarthy Subcommittee of the Senate as the chief of the third great 
Soviet ring after yf\Hfc and A/A-M& When interviewed by 

Bureau 1/7/54 he furnished no information indicating that MAnB. was 
engaged in espionage activity and appeared to have an axe to grind insofar as 
yhtAB was concerned. .He acknowledged everything he^had csme to him 

secondhand.. Results of interview were furnished CIA by letter. 

© 

Oh 1/22/54 Attorney General advised the Director that M/WG 
•had told him of a conversation he had with The 

Attorney General said he told bffirMB. he would have inter¬ 

viewed to get the whole story and asked that we conduct the interview. 

OnT/25/54 we wrote the Attorney General about the previous 
interview with and advised we would have him interviewed again to 
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secure any additional data he might have. was reinterviewed 

the same day and results were sent to Attorney General 1/27/54. 

' i 

Subsequently, on 2/ /54, //A/W5 called 

the Director^ from White House about the tJhMZ situation. The 
Director advised . .. that he h'ad personally talked to 

for two hours the previous day and-had concluded that A/AmS 
I was obsessed with the charges he was making and while he appeared 
I to be a brilliant and well educated man he did not appear to have 
specific details. 

I On the day the Director spoke with aaam£ , 2/ /54, he 

referred to Domestic Intelligence Division where a detailed 

interview was conducted.and results incorporated in a r-page memo- 
i randum, copies of which were furnished Attorney General, Governor 
1 Adams, CIA and State Department. 

We interviewed at the specific instructions of the 

Attorney .General based upon a White House request and dissemination 
of interview results to Attorney General and White House was not 
only proper but required under the circumstances. CIA and State 
Department received results since allegations concerned officials 
and operations of those agencies. PAHS furnished names of 
persons who he said could support his'allegations and we interviewed 
them and disseminated results. of CIA commented 

on 3/13/54 that when the JisAMB information was first received at 
that Agency some officials gained the impression FBI was deliberately 
collecting and disseminating data solely for the purpose of ’’hurting 
CIA. //Aa< 6 said results of interviews and investigation conducted 
by Bureau had clearly demonstrated to CIA officials that FBI was 
living by its well-known tradition and reputation of developing 
. facts and reporting information in an impartial manner. He said 
on the’previous day all officials, including Dulles, commented the 
Bureau was following the h/Ahtf: case in conformity with its 

- well established reputation of getting-all the facts. In view of 
this, there is no basis for believing that at this time CIA would 
raise any charges of unfair conduct on the part of Bureau in its 
handling of the ///VPf£ matter. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: ‘ 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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DATE: 3/6/70 - 



•Item six in material submitted to the Director by Sara 
Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 mentions occasions in the 1950's 
when CIA complained that officials visiting the United States 
under CIA sponsorship.were disappointed.because they had no 
contact with Bureau officials. CIA felt'contact with Bureau 
officials had significant benefits, left lasting favorable 
impressions because of the .FBI’s world-wi'de reputation, and 
when foreign visitors had no contact with Bureau officials 
they were left with suspicions there was friction between the 
FBI and CIA. In 1956, we had a clear-cut policy to the effect 
that tours for such visitors would be of a restrictive nature 
and they would be afforded the same treatment as the public 
and nothing more. 

# 

Memorandum 5/31/56 from yAfyB: to. A/AMtS 

captioned "Visit at Bureau by Foreign Police and Intelligence 
Officials," piLB A/i>MQ£/P recommended for Director's 

approval that Liaison would (1) inform CIA tours afforded to 
foreign police officials and security officials would continue 
to be of a restricted'nature and the visitors will only view 
facilities normally seen by the public, and (2) that such 
foreign officials would not be interviewed unless it appeared 
to the Bureau's advantage. In regard to 1, the Director noted, 
"I thoroughly agree. I am not -too keen anyway about such tours. 
We were 'burned' in the //aa# 4 matter." The Director noted in 
regard to 2, ”1 see no need of interviews." 1 

. was an official of FoUG/tA/ 

\security service who was closely associated with CIA and who 
jwas alleged to have Refected to the 

In his memorandum, Papich emphasized that for the past 
several years there was no basis for complaints, with regard to 
Bureau treatment of foreign officials coming to U.S. under CIA 
sponsorship. NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 

Unauthorized Disclosure 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : ^ Subject to Criminal Sanctions 

None. We do not believe, in 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

^£CIA) - gUTC^NTERESTS IN SOVIET ESPIONAGE ACTIVITY 

Item #7 in the material submitted to the Director by. 

. SA Sara Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses 
&){CIA| -gutcffjinterests in Soviet Espionage Activity* SA Papich fs) 
notes that in 1956 the(|)utch Internal Security Service (BVD|i) wanted 
.■jto have certain individuals in the U. S. interviewed and approached 
wgl$to make inquiry at the Bvyeau. When(gl^Happroached us, we 
told /th ereto have the (Jiutclprsubmit^ thejNnequest through diplomatic 
channels and we subsequently told ©I^f^e.would not handle the 
interviews for the^utclQ^Although^pI^laccepted this, they felt it 
^ hurt efforts to gather Soviet espionage information in Europe. Our 
position was based on failure of the ©utc^r/co deal honestly with us 
in the case of who was involved in collecting 

intelligence information at the National Security Agency for a 
putcBjjQf f icial • 

BACKGROUND OP THE SITUATION: . ’ ' ^ 

- ^ 

This question first arose when a(Dutch/official approached 
our representatives at the NATO 'Special Committee conference in 
Paris in May, 1956, and requested Bureau assistance iirvinterviewing 
.. in the U. S. and to have a^DutcRprepresentative 

present during the interview. is the widow of .MAm£ 

/SAH6 * , who operated ah espionage network in Europe prior 

to his defection in YBhf{ (2he Dutch representative said CIA had 
interviewed her, but the results were unsatisf actory^VHe was told 
to submit his request through diplomatic channels. In June, a/£LJA 
^/representative)advised SAgPapich /they were receiving pressure from 
the Dutch to have a DutcHprepresentative bring all the material 
on the case to the U. S. for the Bureau’s use ift interviewing 

and two others in the U. S., but not to participate in 
co <£ /-Cv^e interview. t pln accordance with instructions, SA Papich told 
^jtjIAi to have the (£utcn) submit their request through diplomatic 
diS uj channels and to include all information in writing, .and that the 
o cj Bureau would not deal personally with a^utc^rrepresentative. By 
\jnemorandura of June 15, 1956, it was reported that 
(£>K>f CIA) told SA Papich he was of the very strong opinion that the 
jiureau’s position made good sense, but other (i&IA of ficials) felt the 
(ej)jputch) should be helped in every possible way. 


\ >- o 
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DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM : 

-On June- 19, 1956, then MArMB AMP 
and SA Papich met with AMO Poj/tio^/ 

•, and ' of CIA. A/'A*} : £ asked if the Bureau 

would talk to a representative of the Dutch if he came over 
and, in lieu of that, would the Bureau accept from CIA information 
and leads furnished by the DutchQ(^ 

VAMG pointed.out the Bureau's position was very 
simple in that the £|>utcTJpiad been caught short in the A 
case when their representatives--had been obtaining highly 
classified information from a friendly 'government and , before 
the FBI even requested to,interview the^utc^Trepresentatives 
involved. the,jv /sAM& notified State Department 

that if/gutcffjrepresentatives were to be interviewed, it should 
be done by State Department and not by the FBI. 1/AH& was 
told that in view of this, the Bureau notified State Department 
that any requests for information from the lSutc^?to be handled 
by the Bureau must be channeled through the State Department. 

^ said that this was a situation created by the 

CP/SSutcji) and the Bureau had no, in'tomtion of altering its position 
and wewould not talk to a (Dutcbprepresentative and did not 
desire^ to receive any leads, .in 'the MAM& case through 
. (advised that CIATrespected the Bureau's position 

and had attempted to guide itself accordingly in dealing with 
. the/f^utc hT^ VHe said he understood the Bureau's position, which 
l in essence was that the (Dptc^) had made their bed and could 
I now lie in it. (0 . ■ 

• 'LIKELIHOOD OF PROBLEM ARISING -NOW : 

It would appear remote that this problem would 
arise at this time. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : ‘ 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that itlM will make an^-issue of this matter. 

% 
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TO : Mr. C. D. DeLoacfa 

FROM : W# c# Sul i ivan 

SUBJECT :_ RELATI0NS ^ITH CIA - 

A^Af£ 


,S£^tl 


date: March 6, 1970 

! i 

' D^ASSinEDBt. 



Background : Item number eight in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in has. memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
relations between Bureau and CIA with , head of private 

intelligence network ( wa$ 's aide who had liaison 

with Bureau). 


Problem : Papich states we never informed CIA we were receiving 
information from f/AM£ which was also of interest to CIA; 
and that while it is possible had given same data to 

CIA, we do not know. 

Analysis: /sAHfe was financed by CIA durina early 1950s (e.g., 

UI7Tbu3geted $650,000 for VAM& in 1952) . (l . A* ) There 

_is ample evidence CIA knew we were‘receiving information from 
_PAM& . We do know some information was given by to 

CIA and Bureau jointly. PAA& , for example, told us of 
conference in early 1951 between CIA officials and when 

‘ it was agreed information might be furnished directly to FBI by 
~'_AsA**£ .-provided CIA was advised by fsAMiz of what was given. 

_ ptkB „ Moreover, on 5/7/52 a CIA official requested 

Bureau’s views'regarding validity of information we were receiving 
from MAMQ and asked for our views regarding method to be 

employed in channeling information from to Bureau. 

Significantly, under procedure then, directed communica¬ 

tions to CIA with copies to Bureau. CIA was told that as it 
appeared PAWS was an appendage of CIA, Bureau was not recom¬ 
mending any method of. dissemination and it was up to CIA to handle 
problem. __ f 


In the ensuing period, dispute arose between CIA and 
' over channeling of information and Bureau-made every 

effort to stay out of dispute. In late 1952, for example, C/A 
inquired if Bureau’s views regarding dissemination had changed. 

He was told they certainly had not and again, informed that Bureau’s 
desire was to receive all information of interest no matter how 
received.( pf Our position of not becoming involved in 

A/A MB -CIA dispute re iterarted on other occasions. 
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On the other hand, there were instances where we 
received information from yAH& .which was of either an 
administrative or intelligence interest to CIA and we did 
not inform CIA. These instances covered period both prior 
and subsequent to the contractural relationship between CIA 
and fiSAMZ which was from 4/51 to' 7/54 /f/l£ ASw/j#/? 

P(Ut> For example, 

//PiMfc wrote a confidential letter dated 7/30/48 to former 
//AMS A*st> PCJ/T/O’*/ which contained infor¬ 

mation of interest to CIA. This letter contains a penciled 
notation: ’'This info, not to be given to CIA. per 

£fU> WMBPft . Memorandum 10/11/50 from X/AM& to 

contains information from UAhB " concerning 
yhrMg intentions to plant microphones in Finland to 

cover meetings attended by Russian high,staff. It was 
observed in. the. memorandum that at that* time ykM& and 
//AM6 had no relations* with CIA and that /SAM& 
intended operation was under primary responsibility of CIA. 

No indication this information given to CIA by Bureau 


furnished Bureau a memorandum dated 
6/29/54 entitled "Termination Memorandum to FBI" which 
informed of the termination of contract between 
and CIA. In the memorandum It is pointed out that 
will continue to receive raw* .material .from the field an£ 
that while he will no longer be in a position to translate, 
evaluate, publish, etc., MAhBL desires to forward such 
material to Bureau as j/A would not trust any other 
agency. The memorandum also states that yAA£ has continued 
the flow to the Bureau of all reports he felt Bureau would 
be interested in even though MAH& received a written 
order specifically directing him to not give Bureau any¬ 
thing. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : i 

1 None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 

set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 


S 
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UNITED STATES GC*RNMENT 

Memorandum 



TO 


: Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


DATE: 3/7/70 


from : w# c. Sullivan 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY (CIA) * . ' * 

COMMISSION ON THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT $0 
(HERBERT HOOVER COMMISSION - 1954) 0 



Item number nine in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papieh in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the Hoover Commission survey of CIA operations in 1954. According 
to Papieh, there was talk within CIA that the Bureau had furnished 
the names of subversives within CIA to Senator 

]\J A MS headed the Task Force which 

surveyed CIA operations between 9/54 and 6/55. In 10/54, CIA 
alleged that the MAM& was attempting to develop 

information regarding CIA operations. According to the Washington 
Star, /54, said CIA was "bne of the worst situations 

we have as far as communist infiltration is concerned.'* He said 
he would give his data relative to this matter to Task 

Force. According to the Washington Star, PM& /55, 
said he had given information relative to alleged communist 

infiltration of CIA.-' As of flAT£/ 55 , CIA had not received from 
the name's of those considered security risks but CIA 
believed it had done a good job. of removing security risks and 
believed that it was in good shape. 

• 

0 npAr£/ 55 , the Task Force requested name checks on 
security risks named by Memoranda containing the 

results of those checks were given to the Task Force on/^^/55. 

On /55, the Bureau received a letter from asking for 

investigations relative to character, reputation, and loyalty 
of individuals mentioned as security risks. CIA was aware of 
the names as we asked it for identifying data concerning them. 

was later advised that the investigations would entail 
interviews at CIA, review of its programs, inquiries in foreign 
countries, and the like and he withdrew his request. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

. AGENCY (CIA) 


The talk at CIA that the Bureau had furnished 
.the names of subversives at CIA has not been 
recorded iq FBI files nor is there any complaint in the 
matter recorded. ' Neither is there recorded any complaint 
by CIA to this.effect. ’ ' 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 


* 


« 


i 
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UNITED STATES GO^NMENT 

Memorandum 



TO : Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


FROM : W. C. Sullivan 


DATE: 3/6/70 




SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE-AGENCY 
INTERNAL SECURITY LEADS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 



±^l 


26 - 


Item number 10 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum of 
3/5/70 discussed our furnishing leads to our Legal Attaches 
(Legats) without advising Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 
or requesting the Agency to handle the,lead. 

The observations of Special Agent Papich in this 
matter are broad and general in nature. -His presentation is 
hinged upon the premise advanced by the Agency that ’’internal 
security” cannot be separated from ’’counterintelligence," 
thereby necessitating our advising CIA of requests to our 
Legats to have leads covered in foreign countries. The Manual 
of Instructions, Section 102, page 23, states CIA’s responsibilities 
include collection, collation, evaluation, coordination and 
dissemination of intelligence information. CIA does not have, 
among other things, responsibility for ’’internal security 
functions.” 

•r 

In the absence of unusual situations,, we forward 
investigative..leads pertaining $o our cases in countries where 
we have liaison coverage to the particular Legal Attache 
concerned. Through his contacts the Legat arranges for the 
necessary investigation and submits the desired information 
according to our reporting needs. The Legat coordinates 
this activity on a local level.. 

It is more desirable to have our representatives 
request investigation abroad in order to achieve'maximum coverage, 
and to maintain tight control so we can insure that we fulfill 
our responsibilities. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : * 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth,, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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NO OBJECTION, 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE * 
AGENCY (CIA) 

^BUREAU OPERATIONS IN CUBl]/^ JjJV 


CIA 

release 

IN THIS DOCm^V^^/J^ 




Item number eleven in the material submitted to the 
y> Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 states that 
Jk) (We operated informants* in Cuba during tha period we had a 
jpi i»egat Office in Havana and did not coordinate our operations 
with CIA or advise it we had sources there. It was noted that 
after Castro came on-the scene, approval was granted to turn 
certain informants over to CIA. Papich also refers to a 
memorandum NftM£ to . AS4MU , 2/5/60, regarding the 
Communist Party of Cuba (CPC) which dealt with the problem 
of whether a Havana sourcejfused in an intercept operation 
between the Communist Parfy of Venezuela and the CPCflshould beQg^^D) 
turned over to CIA to obtain complete coverage. We, of course, 
had no coverage [of Venezuela ^(gureau had not advised other 
agencies of thissource sinCW*^we did not want Castro to uncover 
any operational activities which might embarrass the Bureau (\j) 


The entire operation was later turned over to CIA. 


CIA began its operations in Havana in 4/47 and in a . n 
letter to the Bureau, 4/28/53, [regarding Havana informants^Jjjggfc /Q) 
noted that CIA was not overly cooperative and thar^** ^ * 
in fact, it was not developing pertinent information. At that 
time met with the CIA representative in Havana who » . 

admitted he was not getting any information (*con cerning the CPCOuSQ (V) 
and had no plans for any aggressive action in that field. FPor * 

this reason it was necessary for us to develop our own coverage 
We instructed A/&M& to ascertain from the Havana CIA 
representative information available to him concerning matters 
of interest to the Bureau; however, he was to continue[through 
informant sourcesjffco obtain needed information regarding securitj 
matters which could not be supplied by CIA. Subsequently, our 
relations with CIA improved to the point of being described as 
excellent in 1958. We think our overall position to-be sound .fc 




RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


r 0H3 


/ 


None. We do not believe, in ligtmof the facts set'Tor^h, 
'.that CIA will make an issue of this matters 

Rational security information 

T Unauthorized Disclosure 
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date: March 6, 1970 
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' . DECLASSIFY ON: 25X f,L 


Item #12 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum da±ed March 5, 1970, discusses 
situation in^j.o de Janeiro (Riolan pAr£ - concerning strained 
relations which had developed between former Legal Attache (Legat) 

_ A/AM& * . and former U,S* Ambassador 

. . A/AA/S According to P.apich the Ambassador alleged that 

Legat had engaged in uncoordinated intelligence activity and that 
CIA was unhappy with Legat’s activities'and had told the Ambassador 
that Legat had disseminated information from a source who was either 
a fabricator or a provocator. _ 

was assigned as Legat in/Riol on .. 0 ATS ^ _ 

and was transferred p>LJ)L& A-t/O AA-'rB 

after Bureau concluded that he lacked, sufficient administrative 

experience to function as Legat,/Rip^3 Q(fn early he began to 

receive information from an employee of 

UU IT , Federal District Police. furnished 

derogatory information concerning one v ASAM& of the Brazilian 

Army who was a possible Brazilian presidential candidate in P>Ar£, 

• indicating that //AM6. had questionable contacts with Foft&Ji/s Embassy 

in Brazil^^This information was disseminated to CIA attributed to 

a source who had not been contacted sufficiently to determine his 

reliability. CIA advised Bureau that the information concerning A/AX&. 

caused considerable consternation within CIA which had been unable 

to evaluate reliability of the information. CIA suggested possibility 

that the information had been fabricated or was part of a communist 

deception operation. CIA requested that we identify our source but 

we declined to do so because source did not want his ^identity disclosed. 
. ■ _ * 

By letter dated • Pa-TS, , the new Legat, Rio, 

recommended that M4be discontinued as a potential source 
based on his admissions to Legat that he had no sources 'in 
Embassy and could not provide identities of his sources or additional 
details concerning information he had reported, Legat.concluded that \s) 
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Memorandum to Mr. D. J. Brennan, Jr. 

RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

BUREAU OPERATIONS IN BRAZIL - 1959 


information A/Atf£ had furnished was of such a nature that it 
could have come from public sources, the political police or 
could have been invented and attributed to his alleged contacts. 
Legat also concluded that A/AM& could not have been a 
provocator used'by to pass deceptive information. 

Contacts with were discontinued in PA-j£ 70 


In our dissemination of 
CIA we were careful to state that 
{Were insufficient to establish hi£ 


information from MAA/& to 
our contacts with the source 
3 reliability. Although 
(subsequent events established that it was likely that CIA was 
correct in speculating that the information was fabricated, 
there was no indication that the source was a F&ffF/Cu toi/TAeLl/Sa 
provocator. 

RECOMMENDED A CTION: 


None. We do not believe, in 
set forth} that CIA will make an issue 


light of the facts 
of this matter. 


- 2 
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UNITED STATES .GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


TO : Mr, C. D, DeLoach 


FROM : ^ C, Sullivan 


SUBJECT: RELATI ONSHIPS .WITH CIA 
BORDER COVERAGE 



Item number (13) in the material submitted to' the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses; 
a problem presented by the Phoenix Office in June, 1957, 1 

concerning the Bureau *s handling-.of .irffe-rmahts on the 


DThese informantswereoperatedinside 


"(fFr-MI. 


The problem was predicated on situations,-which might arise as 
the result of CIA endeavoring to develop informants who were 
already being handled by the Bureau, 


i (1) 


SENSITIVE METHODS AND TECHNIQUES 


PROBLEM : 

By airtel 6/8/57, Phpenix advised that the CIA 
representative had endeavored to develop 3 Bureau soui'ces in 
I l and stated that it was discontinuing fhe?e sources uniess < 1 > < B > 

advised to the contrary by the Bureau, 

SOLUTION: * 

This situation was analyzed in Bureau memorandum dated 
6/14/57 wherein it Was recommended that safeguards be established 
to continue operating already established valuable sources even 
though CIA also began using them; however, the[information we 



m 
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■Memorandum to Mr, C, D e DeLoach 
7X:. HFLATIONCIIIFS WITH CJ.A 
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received from these sources was to be, broken down and 
paraphrased in reports in such manner as to conceal as far- 
as possible the fact that these individuals were assisting 
us. The Director approved those safeguards which were 
successfully placed into effect by Phoenix. 

A review - of our files since June 14, 1957, fails 
to reveal that this problem has been raised subsequently by 
CIA activity in the FhocnixCo^tfAMg area. • In addition, the 
CIA representative was transferred PL'A on 7/6/59. 

He was not replaced by CIA and the border territory he had 
covered— - \va-s~su-bsequently handled by CIA on a road trip basis 
out of Pkbcg .—' _ Furthermore-^ the •'participation of the 
Phoenix Office i n, was discontinue!! with the Director's 

approval by letter dated 12/10/69,. 

RECOMMENDED ACT I ON ; 

None. Yi’e do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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Item number 14 in material submitted to Director 
by SA Sam Papicli in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses c <?dG.x>Am£. 

_£ase. c ob&tsAH& is code name for case on our double agent, ($\ 

d flsAHiS who was (recruited by Soviets) while on 7J"p£ oA ^ 
crip to pkAc£ in , Until discontinued in lie delivered 

extensive material, cleared by ~'_'hf?ROf > P)h'Tt, ‘ ' 

to the ISoviefs) in Plans' “and PAACS t 


Mr. Papich’s memorandum states case was being 
highlighted since we cannot exclude possibility Central Intelli¬ 
gence Agency (CIA) has. evidence to demonstrate wc were 
operational in pLACS and did not co-ordinate witu CIA. The 
fact is CIA did know was meeting (the Soviet^in Pa'ACZ 

and Mr. Papich’s memorandum does not disclose CIA raised any 
objection to date. We recognized at the time there could be 
a jurisdictional problem. We permitted CIA to interview 

in PATS. , shortly aftei>{his recruitment) at £>S 

which time CIA learned from him Jhe had a scheduled espionage 
meeting in f>KACg AMD PATS ' , CIAr agreed 

•handling of MAHB was solely within jurisdiction of Bureau. . 
On P&T& > CIA was orally informed yAMB would meet (oovicts") ty 
in f>kAc& Amd ‘ that we desired CIA to take no 

action which would interfere with our operation and that results 
would be furnished CIA (approved by memorandum MAwg .to 

♦ Memorandum a/A Ac. to 4/Ah£ 

recommended we not advise CIA of a later meeting between NAME 
and (Soviets]scheduled for pu\i.$ ama aayS .in interest 

of security.. This was approved and this policy teas followed 
• thereafter./ ■ - " 


This was approved and 


policy toas followed 


Ail information from yAy& was disseminated to CIA 
and it disclosed our, source was meeting (Soviets] at various 
points in RACE In £>AT& CIA was advised it could 

iii future contact' WA-Hg for data he acquired in his world-wide 
travels providing it die not use him i-n operational capacity; 

was instructed not to disclose to CIA information on his 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DoLoach . 

RE; RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


relationship with Bureau. It is a fact, however, we did 
permit , under our supervision, to meet{Soviet 

0^)principals outside}the United States without clearing 

with CIA. We discontinued him as an informant in - * 


RECOMMENDED ACTIOH: 


Hone. 

set forth, that 


-Me do not believe, in light of the facts 
CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 




TO 

Mr. C. Do DeLoach 

DATE: 3/6/70 


FROM : 

W. C. Sullivan ' 



SUBJECT: 

RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

CIA REQUEST FOR BUREAU LECTURE 
ON COMMUNISM IN THE U 0 S. 




Item Number 15 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses the Director’s 
refusal of a 1958 CIA request for to lecture 

on communism before a CIA group. Papich stated that CIA accepted 
this as an affront and a blatant refusal to cooperate on a most 
important subject of interest to both agencies. 

The files disclose -that by letter 9/25/58 signed by 

, CIA requested A/A MB to address a selected 

group of CIA personnel on the communist movement in the U. S. 

CIA suggested dates of 12/9,10,or 11/58. The Director by routing 
slip attached to letter commented, ”Tt seems strange 

that CIA should seek this when its top representative in Japan 
considers FBI as a bunch of mere ’flat-feet’ and the dangers 
of communism as something conjured up in the minds of the FBI. 

But then again I note request doesn’t come' from the Director 
nor even the Deputy Director of CIA.” 

Memorandum yfirhB to dated 10/1/58 

made reference to CIA’s request arfd the Director’s comments. It 
recommended that the best interests of the Bureau would be served 
by giving this lecture, not because of the information which 
could be conveyed to CIA on communism in the U. S., but because 
it would give an opportunity to raise a number of 

questions himself of the group concerning CIA’s own activities 
in the field of communism. It was pointed out that it could be 
considered a bit of a challenge to see how much the FBI could 
learn about the operation of CIA during the course of the lecture 
and discussion rather than the converse. U&Mfs* recommended 

that the request be declined and the Director concurred commenting, 
”We cannot make M available to this outfit 
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Memorandum to Mr. C, D. DcLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

CIA REQUEST FOR BUREAU LECTURE ON COMMUNISM IN THE U. S a 

Pursuant to the Director’s decision, a letter was 
directed to CIA under date of 10/7/58 advising that it was not 
possible to grant CIA's request for this lecture because of 

other commitments. 

Nothing could be located in Bureau files to indicate 
CIA’s reaction to this letter. 

ACTION RECOMMENDED : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts setforth 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


US-zflLi 


Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


DATE: 3/6/70 


from : Mr. W, C. Sullivan 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

Item Number 16 in the material submitted to the Director 
by Special Agent (SA) Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the case of _ that CIA might criticize our not 

identifying our source. 

BACKGROUND OF CASE was the CIA employee assigned to 

the A'Md' 

He became involved with a fbR&n/v .girl, and the 
JbTSW6&#c approached him for recruitment, using the 

affair with the girl and compromising photographs as leverage to 
carry out the approach. AAM5 reported the approach to his 
superiors and was returned to U. S. and ultimately removed from 
CIA. 

PROBLEM WITH CIA We first learned of this case on 7/9/56 

from ' JTT&RE PeJtr/fiA/ * 

,.who furnished the information in confidence^nd who 
indicated might have been involved in espionage. *0n 

7/16/56 A/AM& , CIA, advised 

SA Papich that CIA was considering requesting in writing that 
the Bureau identify our source. On 7/17/56 SA Papich was advised 
(by AfAM& ., CIA, that Allen Dulles had instructed 

•'/that the request not be made, 

DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA . This problem never officially 
arose in view of the instructions of Mr. Dulles. Bureau files 
contain no indication as to whether or not CIA documented this. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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. Item Number 17 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of 3/5/70 discusses 
the possible belief of Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) that 
the Legal Attache, pkAL t?, had leaked sensitive information 
concerning . SA Papich noted that perhaps CIA 

might question whether FBI had pursued investigation in the case 
vigorously enough. Memorandum is to review circumstances under 
which information was furnished by CIA to FBI, Legal Attache 
inquiries of CIA, , and the effect of CIA restrictions on 

FBI investigations in this case. 

In February, 1963, CIA made available information from 
y&MS PAT A ___ 

to the effect that the 

Government was planning to engage in clandestine collection of 
scientific and technical information in the United States. CIA 
insisted information not be made 'available to other government 
agencies and no investigation be conducted which might jeopardize 
its source. CIA then made available extensive information from 

Analysis of the 

A&vftcG /W$?/n.revealed several discrepancies which would have 
made interview by FBI of MAfj/S. desirable. CIA refused this 

request. We made numerous requests to obtain clarifying data to 
explain items mentioned in and ciA failed 

to respond. 

^ In March, 1963, CIA furnished information concerning 
JSAMtt interest in American personnel and installations in 
This information was made available to Legal Attache, Puac£. On 
4/11/63 CIA advised that its CIA station fLAcg , which had not 
heretofore been apprised of ■ case had made inquiry concerning 
the case. Our inquiry of Legal Attache, pi^ACC , disclosed that 
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Memorandum to Mr, C, D, DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

* 

inquiry of CIA personnel in PlACB had been made concerning 
one of the individuals previously identified as ficRS/Ct/ agent 
and also requests had been made for certain biographical data 
concerning-other individuals. Legal Attache noted that CIA 
personnel in /’tAC'S had indicated they were previously aware 
of the /SAF1& 'case and were impressed with the extreme sensitivity 
of the case, Yfe furnished this information to CIA headquarters 
and on 5/7/63 CIA referred to the incident and stated that it 
was a matter of serious concern to it, requesting that any 
^future dissemination outside Bureau or to the Legal Attache 
'be coordinated in advance with that Agency, This practice 
was closely followed. The Director observed in January, 1964, 
that he thought the whole thing had been imaginary on the part 
of CIA which had been played as a sucker by JSAME ‘ * The 
Director added that no more time should be wasted on it, at 
least until CIA restrictions were removed. We continued 
to attempt to get the restrictions removed without success and 
covered outstanding leads. 

In September, 1964, an analysis of the case disclosed 
[that although thirty-eight separate investigations were opened 
| only three agents were uncovered. Original allegations 

j of intent to mount an espionage ’mission in the United States 

could not be substantiated.- This information, coupled with the 
fact that CIA refused to make jyPthZ, available to us<£or 
the purpose of resolving discrepancies, prompted a decision 
transmitted by us to CIA on 9/3 { 0/64 that we were closing our 
investigation in this. case. 

Mr, Papich commented in his memorandum of 3/5/70 
CIA never has been satisfied with the efforts made by the 
Bureau in this case. Our review indicates our efforts in the 
matter were as full and complete as possible under circumstances 
jwhere CIA refused to grant us access to the source, did not 
respond to request for clarifying data and declined to remove 
restrictions making it impossible to take necessary investigative 
steps. Should any question be raised in the future, we are in 
a position to document our difficulties experienced with CIA. 

4 A % 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : ■ ' ' 

None, We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of thisvmatter. 


- 2 - 

HW 55036 Dodd: 32989616 Page 210 






OMlOHAt /OSM HO. 10 

mi lemon 

05A CtM. stc. HO 17 


< 010 - 10 * 


UNITED STATES GON^RnMENT 

Memorandum 



, to : Mr. Co D. DeLoach 


DATE: 3/6/70 


from W, C« Sullivan 

SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

LEAKS TO THE "NATIONAL REVIEW" 

background: ■ 


1959 




Item number 18 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
cites a.Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) investigation of 
.leaks to the "National Review" which identified • Jl/firtyfc. 

, former CIA employee, as the leak and referred to 
former Assistant to the Director ybtyiz. as among his 

contactso 

PROBLEM : . 

Papich implies that CIA may have further information 
regarding involvement. 

analysis: 

This situation was set forth in memorandum 
to , 4/21/59. We do not know if CIA has 

additional information as to thp suggested relationship 
between and A/AM& We do know that they have not 

made an issue of this matter to date. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
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. 
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DATE: 


Marc 



1970 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA - TRAVEL OF 

BUREAU INFORMANTS TO CUBA 


Item Number 19 in the material submitted to the 
' Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the possible travel of one of our Mexican border informants 
to Cuba and whether our not advising CIA of this made us 
potentially vulnerable to charges we were operating outside 
' the U.S. without coordinating with CIA. 


BACKGROUND: 


This involved our plans to send 


Cp£B - 


_/v/A/j^r informant to a guerrilla training camp in 

Cuba. The trip never materialized. 


In October, 1965, we were vitally interested in 
determining the location and^extent of Cuban guerrilla training 

• sites being used to prepare Latin American subversives to carry 
out revolutions in their home countries. . t/fchB. , a Mexican 

.national residing in } Mexico, which is within the area 

• covered by c oq&. , had infiltrated ^ip^'t-'and Forf&iijJ 

intelligence operations in Mexico City and had made himself 
attractive to Mexican communis;t leaders who were planning to 
pay expenses of sending guerrilla trainees to Cuba. 

CIA CONSI DERATIONS: _ _ _ _ ! • . 

__'_ was an integral part of ~ ~~'q& £>EL 

_^ which is handled on a need-to-know basis. ~~~We 

had previously obtained material from CIA showing its primary 
• targets inside Cuba-which allowed us to fully brief the informant 
as to overall U.S. Government objectives and a‘procedure was 
established for use in disseminating .data to CIA if the trip 
. materialized which would fully protect our informant and not 
jeopardize C,OD& . 


OUTCOME : * ’ 

During period informant was striving to arrange the 
trip to Cuba his wife tzi/TlFf/Mb 

AT^ . . This strained family 

relationship caused us to order to have informant cancel 

NATION?® Cub8 and th “ S "° trip TOS ever made ‘ 
Unauthorized Disclosure CONTINUED - OVER ^PBCT 
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BUREAU INFORMANTS TO CUBA 


ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS : I 

After MAM£ had moved to Acjj , Mexico, 

which is outside _, in , 1966, we 

advised CIA of his past cooperation with us and interposed 
no objection to his use by CIA in areas outside our 
jurisdiction. On /22/66 CIA stated it would consult us 
should it initiate contacts v/ith the informant. There is 
po indication that CIA did use the informant and on ^24/68 
• we discontinued jrfrfrB. as he was of no further value to us. 
The trip never materialized, 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not. believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 





if 


4 
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TO : Mr. C. D. DeLoach. / date-. 3/6/70 


FROM : Mr. W,. C. Sullivan 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIP WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
DISSEMINATION OF CIA INFORMATION 
IN A BUREAU MONOGRAPH 


t>SClASS 



Item 20 submitted to the Director by Sam Papich in his 
memorandum 3/5/70 mentions the dissemination of a Bureau monograph 
dated 5/5/65 and entitled "Communism in the Dominican Republic." 
Special Agent (SA) Papich stated that due to the urgency of the 
document Bureau did not obtain CIA clearance to include CIA 
information in the monograph which was disseminated to interested 
agencies, including CIA. According to SA Papich, CIA never 
made any protest although it considered our action a violation 
of the "third agency rule." 


Although the monograph referred to by SA Papich did 
contain CIA data, it also set forth highly significant data 
obtained by Bureau through our own informants. The CIA data 
was biographical in nature and was used* in the monograph to 
characterize the past, including communist contacts, of key 
figures in the Dominican Republic. It was taken from the 1963 
CIA Biographical Handbook and CIA telegrams dating back to 1961, 
all of 'which were previously disseminated to the U. S, intelligence, 
community by CIA. No->attempt was made in the monograph to 
characterize CIA data as Bureau information and, in fact, this 
information was attributed to "another Government agency," in 
accordance with established procedures. 

• 

The so-called "third agency rule" provides that 
classified information, originating in a department or agency 
will not be disseminated outside the receiving agency without 
the permission of the originating agency. However, an exception 
to this rule provides that the receiving agency may- disseminate 
such data to other members of the U. S. Intelligence Board (USIB), 
of which Bureau is a' member, unless the originating agency 
uses appropriate control markings limiting its data to the 
use of the receiving agency only. The CIA data; used in the 
Bureau monograph had no such control markings and our monograph 
was disseminated to the President, the Attorney General and 
USIB members only. 

NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 
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The Bureau's monograph was a compendium of our own 
data, CIA data, and that received from other members of the 
intelligence community. It was prepared under emergency 
I conditions for the President and had a significant bearing 
< on the understanding and handling by the intelligence community 
of a serious crisis which confronted this country. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 


•r 


.* 

* 


# 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA - BUREAU INFORMANTS 

IN fJ-ACB . 


Item Number 21 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
Bureau operation of informants in and comments on 

our potential vulnerability for not having informed CIA at 
the inception of the operation of these informants. 

SA Papich has cited two situations. The first 

concerns . __ /\J AwB ..... an attorney 

residing in ~PLAc& . Our Legat, , in the Fall 

of 1966, identified iVAHg as a potential source of intclligc 
information of importance to U.S. security; conducted 
appropriate background inquiry regarding him and determined 
his excellent potential and willingness to furnish intelligence 
information to U.S. Government. By memorandum 11/23/66 it was 
approved that we contact CIA "headquarters through liaison 

_channels to inform CIA that we planned to maintain contact with 

MANS ; that CIA would be furnished the information obtained 
and that we would service CIA requests provided they could be 

..handled with complete security. SA Papich so informed 

_ jsflrMZ of CIA on /Ll/25/66. f/Mlg -c/A‘ stated he saw no reason 

why FBI could not proceed as we desired and that CIA headquarter 
would so inform its representatives in p lAC/E and PiAcS , 

instructing them to give FBI all necessary support in this 
' operation. Since that date we have operated \ as a 

valuable and productive unpaid confidential source. Since this 
matter was coordinated with CIA at the outset,.there appears to 
be no problem. . i 

The second situation cited by SA Papich concerned 
Legat, PlA C6 , informant //aT his individual has cooperated 
with the Bureau for some 25 years. As a police 

official in 1945-47, he was most helpful to our representative 
assigned in . We had no contact with him-thereafter 

until 1954 when he / p £ */T t F W*/ 6* DAT A 

For 11 years thereafter, fsAyg. was operated 

by our Legat, 

TTmah^I * J If. • , CONTINUED - OVER 
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In April, 1965, returned to ~and 

by memorandum 6/7/65 it was approved that contacts with him 
be continued in by our MAM&. s 

Agent. -He proved to be an extremely valuable informant on 
criminal matters as well as those of interest to U.S. security 
in _.• 

Upon ’s designation as a highly placed police 

official in in 1967, we promptly advised CIA 

headquarters through liaison channels of informant's identity. 

We advised CIA that we had utilized MAMS for handling 
criminal leads and that he periodically volunteered information 
concerning political developments in Plac& '. At that time, 
10/6/67, it was agreed that Bureau would continue control of 
informant and that after each contact with informant by our 
road trip Agent, the latter would confer with /VA^is 
Head of CIA operations in (who was present at CIA 

headquarters at the meeting) concerning political information 
furnished by the iniormant. We were assured of complete CIA 
cooperation in this matter. On the occasion of our road trip 
Agent's next contact with MA-M& in PJLACg , however oA 
bitterly accused our Agent of having lied to him and of having 
operated a source in P’LBc.S . without CIA's knowledge. He 
'stated that responsibility for the development of security 
information outside the U, S. is solely CIA's. It is noted that 
""///}-**£ has been a difficult person with whom to deal and has been 
JLnclined to "pop off." Matter has been closely followed by Legat, 
^aacB * and there have been no further indications of difficulty 
with him. CIA, • , has’afforded us complete cooperation 

in our handling of as we were assured it would in the 

10/6/67 meeting. Accordingly,, no issue was made of this matter 
with CIA. 


. continues as *a very valuable paid informant 
.-of our Legat, CIA has made favorable comments regarding 

| the excellent quality of the information obtained by j\J&h£ . 

I This arrangement has worked smoothly for two and one-half years 
and there appears to be little likelihood of CIA raising an issue 
regarding this matter. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : • . • 

None, We do not believe, in light of the fact set 
forth, that Cl, A will make an issue of this matter. 
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NMENT 


TO 


.Memorandum 


:Mr. C. D. DeLoach 



DATE:. March 6, 1970 


DECLASSIFIED B YSft*’ /j&Tg 

on )~/c~d / — ■■ 1 . 


from : W * C. Sullivan 


SUBJECT: relationships WITH CIA 
HARASSMENT OF CIA 


Item #23 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses a letter 
dated November 15, 1967, from CIA which requested that the Bureau 
check telephone toll calls from the home of one J/&ME. 
who was allegedly harassing CIA in the Miami area. was 

supposedly seeking information concerning CIA's covert operations. 

SA Papich states that we told CIA that we would not check the toll 
calls on the basis that the information received was not sufficient 
to justify investigation within the Bureau’s jurisdiction. SA Papich 
also states that ”CIA accepted our response but there is no doubt 
that the Agency characterized our position as a concrete example of 
refusal to help a sister agency with a problem relating to the 
security of U.S. intelligence operations.” 

A review of Bureau files disclosed that a memorandum, 

A/&M& , to ' dated November 17, 1967, 

was prepared. This memorandum encompassed the above facts and 
recommended that CIA Liaison Agent advise CIA that we would not 
check the toll calls as requested. This memorandum and recommendatior 


was prepared by SA Papich. 


The ^Director noted ”0K H." 


In addition to the above, on December 9, 1967, 
contacted our Miami Office and stated that he was writing a book 
about CIA and offered to make the material available to the Miami 
Office. Our Miami Office was advised that this information was of 
?interest to CIA headquarters and instructions were furnished that 
lifdid furnish Miami with the information, v it would be given 
to CIA. Brown.did not follow through with his offer. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GO> J^NMENT 

Memorandum 


Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


W. C. Sullivan 


i {j 

V “ 


DATE: 3/6/70 


0 0 S^ lss 'SSat 

os, 



RELATIONSHIP WITH THE CENTRAL 

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA)_ 

£&l/StTn/& DQLVMGt'f _ 


Item number 24 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated 3/5/70 
discusses the restriction of dissemination of the $ 

Do ty *')£//!' . to Central Intelligence Agency 

(CIA), Prior to 10/67, some of the Government agencies on 
the distribution list for L *o/$wto received multiple copies. 

The Director of CIA was then receiving 19 copies of c cAg&o/ia 
as a result of requests from CIA on 3/30/62 and 10/23/62 for 
additional copies to expedite reading by key CIA officials 
and to facilitate rapid utilization of the information 
within CIA. 

The Director made a notation on the 10/4/67 <Lob£u/'eqo 
’Please look over list of distribution. I have marked with" 
a dot those I question as to why they should recieve copies 
and I do not think more than 1 copy should be sent anyone. 

Let me have your views. H.'* By memorandum -to 

• 10/6/67, it was stated that although security 

of the classified document ad been maintained, if the 

Director so desired, we would tell recipients that they would 
recieve only one copy each in the future, . noted 

on this memorandum, "Yes. M frMiz. also noted, 

"We could never run down a leak." The Director noted, "Send 
only! copy & if any inquiry, then indicate we have had to 
cut costs. H." 

f 

* Since 10/67-the Director’s instructions have been 

'followed and only one. copy of has been furnished to 

those, including CIA, on thec«M^^distribution list. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : ' '' ' 

None. We do not believe, in light of: the facts set 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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: Mr. q. D. De Loach ^ 

FROM : W. C. Sullivan ' 

SUBJECT: r EL a TI 0 NSHX'PS WITH CIA 

ESTA BLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAIS ON 

WITHI I 


date: March 7, 1970 


CLASSlMlBY S P'T-.tttdf lkr 
DECLASSIFY ON: 25 XfrC -- 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 

"JFK Act 6 (1) (B) 


Item number 25 in the material submitted to the Director 
^Aby SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of 3/5/70, discusses a trip to 
. fHo llancQ by Legal Attache (Legat)' ,/ > 4£C/S’in i960 to explore arrange- 
m ments for liaison with appropriate ^tchpfuthorities. It is given 
U : as an instance CIA could cite as an FBI failure to coordinate with 
J| them in line with National Security Council Directives. 

£ MA-M& reportedly raised questions, indicating FBI 

g should (first reach agreement I I which he said had previously- 

g I ^~y i sS Paoich • savs J ClA ct 6 (1)(B) 

” Director, Allen Dulles, later expressed disappointment that we 
I| did not contact CIA beforehand but that an agreement satisfactory 
§S to all concerned was eventually worked out. Papich also says that 
in late 1959 we gave consideration to establishing a Legat in 
Denmark but did not inform CIA.of*our intentions. 

* r 

In contemplation of the stationing of a Legat in Denmark, 
Bulet of 12/7/59 instructed Legat ,PLAr(.JZ , to broaden liaison 
contacts in Scandinavian countries and toid Lg&ATj flACZ to make 
exploratory contacts with appropriate authorities infHo.ilancPN 
\ for the same purpose/ Since we had told State by letter of-3/10/55 
, that we would handle requests for investigations and name checks 
for the(putcbPonly when received through formal State channels, 
we advised^tate of our intention to make exploratory contacts 
the (Jtatchyregarding regular liaison arrangements, and State v 

approved. State sent a letter to the U. S. Embassy in itplland'N CO 
on 12/17/59, advising of the Bureau’s intention/ but it apparently 
did not get to * prior to Legat's trip to llfoIianc TTl 

On 1/4/60 Legat-, called,±he f§yjj from >4*"and 


arranged to call 

,on .them on 1/7/60. The 

1 JFPC'Act--6.(|L 


1 _. who told *$7AT£ &VT 


from. hrAftS in which he said he was disturbed about the manner 
in which he had learned of the Legat’s proposed visit. While 
offering to assist the Bureau, //AM spoke of the long s tanding 

^l and 

suggested the Director and Allen Dulles discuss the matter if 


Unauthorized Disclosure J 
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BUREAU LIAISON 


EE: 


RELATIONSHIPS WI 
ESTA BLISHMENT OF 
WITH J 


[ 


1 


r I960 


On 1/7/60, 


CIA 

that 


F 

he 


Legat net with 
prior to vicitir 
was to explore the possibility 


* J i i /**« 


. 

DVD. He exp 
Oj. cKrcec cc 
>earing on U 
be operational 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B 
" JFK Act 6 (1) (B 




WWW ttw 

O # *^^'4 ^ V*\ « 


(g)Hvg)concerning exchange of information b 
security matters. He said he would not 
the contemplated liaison could not reasonably cause iauorferorc: 
with« [ Ij AWhile phzF\ JFK 

expressed misgivings that the^itcnfmight be confused, no recues 
was made to refrain from contactingThe CIA representative 


6 {!,) (B) 


said he had requested his headquarters for comment on learning 
of the proposed visit- of Legat but had not received a reply. 
Legal; later briefed FArhE f ‘ ‘ on the results of 

his visit toO^/l)^ who were friendly but deferred a final 
commitment, referring to thj existing "American arrangement." 


So: 


By letter of 1/13/60 the Director thanked jk/AWF* 

_ ■ his offer to assist, and^aid Bureau interests in 
Scandinavian countries andQXoilan<^were under discussion with 
Alien Dulles. was also assured our proposed contacts with 

Cv the were purely liaison in nature; that while v/e would 

keep CIA advised of items' of interest to it in connection with 
its responsibilities abroad, it was not believed necessary to 
go beyond the U.S. Intelligence Board Directive of 12/8/59 in 
coordinating with CIA matters taken up with {fhe Butcn^&^That 
Directive says CIA shall be responsible for coordination of all 
U.S. liaison which concerns clandestine intelligence activities 
. or which involve foreign clandestine services. Parag?:aph 10, 

• "however, says the Directive does not apply to any liaison 
relationship concerned with U.S. internal security functions, 
or with criminal or disciplinary matters which are not directly 
related to foreign espionage or clandestine counterintelligence. 

On 1/13/60 Papieh explained to Allen Dulles and FA-ij£ 

,v " ’ the reasons for our contacts in Scandinavian countries and 
'S/0£o'!lan3j| exploring possible establishment of a Legat in Denmark. 
When Papieh challenged them to cite any Bureau failure to comply 
with the Directive for coordination of U.S. Xisison activities 
abroad, //jA’e immediately stated there were no such instances. 

In answer to specific invitation by Papieh to air any cc *p taints 
or problems, Dulles stated that neither he nor his representatives 
had any complaints; tha‘ 


r:r o 




* ** * *F f j 

being contacted in the beginning; but that he 

all possible assistance.. (Dulles did assist by writing a personal 
letter to y/ AF&- ? which resulted in a joint FBI-^vJSbCIA 

meeting on 4/8/60, at which direct FBIliaison was agreed upon) 

(S)i 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. BeLoach 
EE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAISON 





JFK Act 6 
JFK Act 6 


On memorandum to of 1/14/60, 

concerning the 1/13/60 meeting of Papich, Dulles and 
Director noted : "1. Well handled by Papich. 2. All of 

the turmoil developing in this situation could have been 
avoided if we had properly contacted Dulles and also 
followed through with State. H." 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 













SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA)- 
BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE INFORMATION 
• TO FOREIGN SERVICE - PAT6_ 


Item No. 26 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3-5-70 states that CIA by 
letter £>At£ raised questions concei’ning the propriety of our 
_dissemination of information through our Legal Attache to the 

Intelligence Service.,_This_concerned certain 3 £j/S/ 7 /u£. 

_ /aB-7Poos _ ___ ........ which was obtained 

jfrom our sensitive defector in place, Bureau code name 

_ uPtf±is CIA letter pA?& .stated that a representative of 

frSlziG.t/ Intelligence Service informed CIA it received afore¬ 
mentioned information from our Legal Attache. CIA claimed 
such dissemination abroad should have been coordinated with 
CIA because of Director of Central Intelligence Directive (DCID) 

5/2 which indicates that CIA shall be responsible for all U,S. 
liaison concerning clandestine 'intelligence activities abroad or 
involving foreign clandestine services. CIA claimed that pursuant 
above we were obligated to coordinate with CIA prior to dissemination. 

Memorandum to .. under - . 

caption reviewed this situation and indicates that on 7-13 and 
8-1 provided . information. concerning several types of 

S£MS/nt/£ METHODS _Dissemination of above was 

made to State Department. CIA and military intelligence agencies 
by letter on . - .. , Information was also furnished to 

Legal Attaches, London, Bern, Bonn, Paris, Rome and Madrid, with 
instructions to disseminate onl’y to contacts in foreign intelli¬ 
gence agencies known to be reliable and cooperative and with 


OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 



the instructions that it be given limited distribution and 
handled in a manner so it would not be apparent it emanated 
from the Bureau or a source within the U.S, Above memorandum 
points out that DCID 5/2 has been controversial since its 
inception (12-8-59) and the subject of differences of inter¬ 
pretation. We recognized CIA's coordination responsibilities 
but, in this instance, were of the opinion there was no operational 
angle and no necessity for coordinating dissemination of above 
since we had previously given the information to CIA, This 
memorandum recommended approval of a letter to CIA answering 
CIA's inquiry according to above. Director indicated "O.K," 

_and "It looks like CIA is throwing its weight around." On 
P*T£ we directed a letter to CIA accordingly. As indicated 
I in memorandum of SA Papich, CIA "surrendered" and did not 
further contest this issue, 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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TO 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

'Memorandum 


Mr. C« Do DeLoach 


DATE: 3/6/70’ 


from : W. C. Sullivan 


wMissirm 

m~J*zlUs>JZZ —“**■' 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
JlTlg V BOOK AUTHORED BY 

A/AM& 


Item 27 of the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 indicates that 

had visited the Bureau in 1963 to gather material for a 
book regarding U 0 S. intelligence agencies. It was suggested 
that CIA be advised of this, and the Director noted, "I see no 
reason for doing so»" 

memora’ndum to8/28/63, reports 
this visit and notes thathad asked for data concerning 
the Bureau’s internal security’procedures and had asked concerning 
other FBI operations, making no reference to CIA, with one 
exception. He did inquire as to whether there was friction between 
the two agencies and was told that we cooperated closely and 
maintained daily liaison with CIA. It was on this memorandum 
that the Director said he saw no reason,for informing CIA con¬ 
cerning the visit of W/rHEi. 

0 

We later learned that their book, T/7"4£ 

.was furnished in the form of advance proofs to 
CIA prior to its publication, tfe also received such- proofs 
from CIA through Liaison. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that- CIA will make an issue of this mattey. 


S^S toTrUv Sanctions 
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, TO : Mr. C. D, DeLqach 
FROM : w. c e Sullivan 

SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

COMMUNIST ACTIVITIES - AFRICA 


date-. Slarch 6, 1970 





Item number 28 in memorandum of 3/5/70 from SA Sam 
Papich to the Director, captioned "Cases and/or Situations 
Involving Conflict With CIA," states that in April, 1960, 

CIA inquired if the Bureau would give any consideration to 
assisting that agency toward developing coverage in Africa by 
providing a Negro informant or placing a Negro in the Communist 
Party, USA for the purpose of eventually using him in Africa. 

His memorandum added that we told that agency the FBI had no 
informants available because they were necessary for our own 
operations. He claims we took the position since we saw no 
benefit to be gained by loaning an informant on a short or 
long term basis. He states that CIA could argue that as early 
as 1960 it had foresight to recognize the need for additional 
coverage and when it appealed to the Bureau for assistance, 
we did not cooperate. He refers to his memorandum dated 4/7/60 
concerning this matter captioned "Communist Activities in Africa." 

• . * r 

The memorandum referred to discloses that on 4/5/60 
... .. M&MB po-itnOAs . CIA, stated 

that cpmmunist organizations were rapidly increasing in strength 
on the continent of Africa and 'that his agency, found it most 
difficult to establish effective penetration. noted that 

in this connection it was almost impossible for a white man to 
move about Africa and establish a relationship which would enable 
him to develop worthwhile sources. He asked if the Bureau would 
consider furnishing one of its Negro informants or developing an 
informant in the Communist Party, USA for eventual use by CIA in 
Africa. Papich told J\SArto& that if the Bureau had a good Negro 
informant, we certainly were not interested in having his future 
jeopardized nor did we want to lose hi's production. Papich 
added that it undoubtedly would be most difficult to take a Bureau 
informant, have him'travel to Africa under some cover and still 
be able to satisfactorily explain such activities to his communist 
colleagues without becoming a target of suspicion. ///)#$ ' said 
he recognized all this but asked if the Bureau would give 
consideration.* 
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Memorandum to Mr* C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


Addendum to Papich’s memorandum dated 4/8/60 by 
the Internal Security Section pointed out that all of our 
informants were necessary for our own operations, particularly 
in the communist field, and it recommended and was approved 
that CIA be j orally informed that it is not possible to provide 
an informant on a loan basis to be used in Africa. 

Regrettably, the Bureau was not in a position to 
I assist CIA. -CIA’s problem was an administrative one within 
[ that Agency. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. Yfe do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 


s 


* 
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Item rr29 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in memorandum of 3/5/70, states that by Bureau 
letter dated 10/23/64 we provided the White House jlnformation 
received by our Legat from U.S. Ambassador ,/ > 4AC« wherein 

the latter was critical of intelligence operations, particularly 
the overstaffing of personnel, SA Papich comments that we do 
not know if CIA became knowledgeable regarding this letter but 
could construe same as relating to its operations. 

Our Legat, ?4 ac£ , in a letter to the Director dated 
_10/19/64, set forth the results.of ,a_conversation with Ambassador 

r "> A i •«_ U >&£ZJLE £tM&. _ 

' b AT A __ •.._—- 

. ___2|_ 

~TWS MiBASMOO/? --; _ .. ... 

remarked that the results ,_.were appalling, there 

being 23,000 military personnel in .. *$/* Coo/sr/P/gS engaged in 
intelligence operations and numerous CIA personnel. He described 
the lack of coordination between the military and CIA as 
’’scandalous." He stated the Offices of the Military Attaches 
••were grossly overstaffed and he was recommending drastic cuts 
and that duplicate administrative services be combined with those 
of the embassies. He made no mention of specific intelligence 

_operations nor did he elaborate on the lack of coordination. 

commented that on his return to the U.S., he intended to 
see the President personally to bring this matter forcefully to 
his attention. * jr 

___’s comments were incorporated in a letter to 

_, Special Assistant to the President, dated 

^64, in accordance with the Director’s noted instructions. 
Our files disclose no indication that CIA cognizant of Bureau 
letter. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : None. We do not believe, in light of the 
facts set forth, that CIA will make &n issue of this matter. 
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Item number 30 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, 
discusses a dispute we had with CIA in May, 1963, as a result 
of a communication the Bureau sent to the President's Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB), It was pointed out that 
in our communication to PFIAB we attributed certain information 
to McCone, then Director of CIA, concerning the matter of 
increasing wire taps on diplomatic establishments. McCone 
charged that the information attributed to him was not so 
because he had never made any such statement and he could 
prove it. The fact was that the information relating to 
McCone had been given us by one of his subordinates who had 
indicated the information originated with McCone. McCone 
maintained that we should have checked with him before going 
on record that any information had originated with him. 


A review of the file in this matter discloses**that 
in April, 1963, . along with Papich had discussed 

with apd of CIA McCone's alleged 

position with the PFIAB; that he was in favor of across the 
board telephone taps on diplomatic establishments. The 
Bureau, of course, was opposed to this and advised that 

we would request to make our position known before the board. 
At the conclusion of the meeting in April, 1963, 
specifically asked what he should tell McCone apd A/AM& 
told him he should tell McCone exactly what had' occurred at 
the meeting; that the Bureau was opposed to across the board 
wire taps and the Bureau intended to So advise PFIAB. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the" facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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to Mr. C. D. DcLoach 
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from Mr. W. C. Sullivan 


subject :RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ALLEGED PENETRATIONS OF CIA 

Item number 31,'’alleged penetration of CIA,” in the 
'material submitted to the Director by SA Sam Papich in his 
memorandum of 3/5/70 discusses allegations made by 

regarding recruitment of four 

CIA employees by the Soviet Committee for State Security (KGB), 
that CIA requested full investigation which we declined. 

BACKGROUND OF CASE MAMS 

DATA alleged that the KGB had 

penetrated CIA through an individual having the code name MAAS. 
In an effort to identify this penetration CIA provided 
•- • with information regarding many individuals who had worked for 

•' CIA in Germany. 

A/AMS identified two individuals at various times 
as ftAH& and in each instance investigation "washed out" the 
identification. A/AMS final-ly identified ft AMs- as one 

• a former employee of CIA. During the course of 

extensive document reviews ftAM& » became acquainted with 
'background of various individuals who had worked in Germany at 
the time did. A/ identified four present employees 

of CIA with unknown subjects who had come to his attention while 
. . he was active in the KGB. 




' i 

date: March 6',, 1970 

• \ M 

I 

jff-wW I ^ 

deciIassified by 

• | 




PROBLEM WITH CIA CIA wanted the Bureau to undertake full- 

scale investigation of its four-employees based solely on 
's allegations. 

4 

p 

DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA By letter of February 26, 1965, CIA 
was‘informed there appeared to be no basis at that time for a 
full-scale investigation of these men by the FBI on 'the basis of 
allegations by MAM& . With regard to. any investigation in the 
United States concerning two of the men, a conclusion would be 
made following completion of the investigation of A£rftt&. 
and interviews of M Based upon the investigation 
of ftAHS and the interviews of ft AMS ‘ *, CIA was 

informed by letter of July 20, 1965, that nothing had been developed 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ALLEGED PENETRATIONS OF CIA 



which supported MAMM. speculation that MAAS was 
instrumental in the recruitment by the Soviets of either 

or MAM& and nothing was developed 

which would support jyAtffc allegations against the other 
.two suspects', /\/ . and /1/A/4& Furthermore, 

CIA had furnished no documentary material regarding 
or J/AM/2 which would in any way support jvAtiB . The 
Bureau added "Accordingly, this Bureau is conducting no 
investigation of MAMS ,A/A* 1 c , MAaS or We 

will interpose no objection, since they are all employees 
of your agency, if you wish to pursue 

allegations concerning them, including interviews of the 
individuals concerned. 

, "This Bureau would, of course, be interested in 

/receiving the results of any investigation which would tend 
[to confirm MAM& ’ s conclusions that one or more of these 
employees of your agency had actually been recruited by the 
Soviets." 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter r -- —■— 

t 

* 
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DATE: 3/7/70 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 


VICE PRESIDENT NIXON'S TRIP TO 
SOUTH AMERICA ~ 1958 


^7 


Item number 32 in material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam J. Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
mentions Bureau letter 5/16/58 sent to the then Vice 
President Nixon and containing a summary of CIA informa¬ 
tion concerning events in Latin America relating to 
Mr. Nixon's trip there during 5/58. 


According to SA Papich, most of the information 
in above letter came from CIA. He commented that this 
letter could be interpreted as raising question concerning 
quality of CIA's coverage in Latin America. Papich notetl 
it is not known if CIA ever became aware of the letter. 
Papich stated that A#P pesrTJe*^ 

CIA, was attached to the then Vice President 
Nixon's staff. SA Papich pointed out that CIA, if aware of 
above letter, could raise question as to violation of Third 
Agency Rule. * . 


Results of Review of Bureau Files 


i 

% 


The letter to the then Vice President Nixon 
is located in.pi/£ JJ u It contains v 

summary of information relating to riots and attacks 
against Mr. Nixon and his party during their 5/58 
Latin American trip. Letter identifies CIA as the 

i 
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Memorandum W.C. Sullivan to 
'Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
Re: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 


source of the information set forth in our letter. The last 
paragraph of this letter includes a statement that the 
impression gained from a review of CIA reports indicates that 
CIA had some coverage reflecting there were to be troubles 
concerning Mr. Nixon’s Latin American travels. This letter 
also stated as follows: 

"It is significant that information in the indi¬ 
vidual countries came to CIA’s attention shortly before your 
arrival in a particular country. Therefore, there is a 
question as to whether or not CIA had coverage in communist 
organizations which would -have led to the development of 
information concerning communist plans days or weeks ahead of 
your visit." 

There is no indication in this file regarding 
instructions given to prepare our letter of May 16, 1958. 

The first paragraph of this letter indicates that the Director 
had a discussion with Mr. Nixon on May 16, 1958, inasmuch as 
the first sentence of the above letter .reads as follows: 

"Apropos of our discussion today, there is se& 
forth information contained in Central Intelligence Agency 
reports received from them on May 14, 1958." 

The data set forth in our May 16, 1958, letter to' 

Mr. Nixon is contained in a memorandum yhMis. to 

MAhS dated May 15, 1958, which was prepared for 

the Director’s information. The Director noted on this memo¬ 
randum, "Send summary to A. G. H." In accordance with 
instructions, a letter was sent to the then Attorney General 
under date of May 16, 1958, and this letter contained a summary 
of CIA information in the same manner .as had been sent to 
Mr. Nixon on May 16, 1958. Our letter to the Attorney General, 
however, did not contain any observations regarding .CIA 
coverage in Latin American countries visited by Mr. Nixon and 
his party. 


Our file in this matter bom indicates that 

on June 9, 1958, in "the office of the 

then Vice President Nixon contacted the Bureau at the request 
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Memorandum W. C, Sullivan to 
Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 



of Mr. Nixon to determine if the contents of a letter from 
the Director to Mr. Nixon dated May 16, 1958, regarding 
Mr. Nixon’s trip to South America could be leaked to the 
press. __ request was set forth in memorandum 

to June 9, 1958, with the recommenda¬ 

tion that /u 'be advised that if the information 
were to be given to the press, it would undoubtedly create a 
serious problem as the FBI would then have violated CIA's 
confidence since CIA was aware that SA Papich had reviewed 
CIA’s classified reports and, therefore, this information 
should not be given to the press. Both ■» and the 

Director agreed with the recommendation, and hfArMS- 
J was advised of our decision. It is noted that 'JisAMtS 
j is identical with the individual who is now , 


Comments on Her ks in SA Papich Memo 3/5/70 

1. That most of the information in our letter to 
Mr. Nixon dated May 16, 1958, came from CIA and that this 
letter could be interpreted as raising the question concerning 
the quality of CIA’s coverage in .Latin America. 

.f 

There is no dispute as to the source of the informa¬ 
tion which was summarized in our letter to Mr. Nixon, and we 
clearly indicated in our letter’'that the source was CIA. With 
regard to any question being raised as to the quality of 
CIA’s coverage in Latin America, we merely pointed out to 
Mr. Nixon something that was readily discernible to any reader 
of the CIA reports - - that is, that the information from CXA 
popped up rather suddenly as related to the country and 
Mr. Nixon’s arrival. Certainly Mr. Nixon himself, since he 
was personally involved in demonstrations directed against 
him during his Latin American trip, must have been aware that 
advance information from our responsible intelligence agency 

(CIA) may have been lacking. 

4 

2. We are not aware if CIA became knowledgeable of 
our letter to Mr. Nixon dated May 16, 1958. Under ordinary 
conditions, we are not aware nor do we seek to identify any CIA 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 



personnel "who might be assigned to the White House staff. 

As indicated above, ft fir ft & who was a member of 

Mr. Nixon's staff injand who is now 

was. aware of our 5/16/58 letter and its contents. 

We have no information that CIA ever registered any type of 
protest in this matter. 

3. That CIA technically could raise a question 
as to violation of the Third Agency Rule as regards our 
5/16/58 letter to Mr, Nixon, 

The Third Agency Rule is intended to prohibit a 
Government agency from disseminating information originating 
with another Government agency in the absence of specific 
authority to do so, and we follow this rule unless there 
are overriding reasons. With regard to our letter to 
Mr. Nixon dated 5/16/58, we set forth information clearly 
identified as having originated, with CIA. This letter 
was apparently prepared at the specific request of then f 
Vice President Nixon after conferring with the Director. 

.t 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make-an issue ^of this matter*— 
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Item number 33 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent (SA) Sam J. Papich in his memorandum 
3/5/70 discusses ft/frMis- an individual who was operated 

as a criminal informant by the Bureau who furnished valuable 
information and who has been a key witness in the prosecution 
of cases being handled by the Bureau. Mr. Papich states that 
the Bureau acquired access to through the CIA and that 

although the CIA has never officially made any statements to the 
Bureau, it has been bitterly disappointed that the Bureau never 
acknowledged CIA's assistance which the agency considered 
extremely valuable. 

Memorandum dated 2/20/63 from //AM& to 

captioned //AMS . set out that /SAM& 

of CIA advised SA Papich that CIA had briefed the Attorney General 
concerning a source whom had used since Wo'rld War II 

and who subsequently has developed a close association with a 
lawyer who does considerable work for 
//•AMS source was confident that the lawyer could be developed 
- .. as a penetration which could "sink" A AMS and all of his cohorts. 
The Attorney General agreed with the CIA representatives that the 
matter should be referred to the Bureau for handling. 

set up the first contact? with the individual 
who had the contact with the attorney and at that time 
stated that he did not want to get involved in any- investigative 
aspects and wanted to step out of the matter as soon as possible. 

As a result, eventual contact was made with &AMA who 

developed into a very productive source. A-'&Af.f-has been publicly 
identified as both a source of the FBI and CIA as a result of his 
testimony. 
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The Bureau's success in- handling can be 

attributed to the know-how of the SAs of the New York 
Office becauseis a highly emotional individual 
and he had aggravated marital problems, severe pressures 
from his many business associates; therefore, it took 
a high degree of skill in dealing with this source in 
order to achieve the success that we did. 

While it is acknowledged that CIA put us 
originally in touch with this source, it was not 
believed that it is essential that we go back to'CIA 
and explain to them our success or to thank them for . 
giving us this original lead. It is also noted that 
there is an obligation upon Government agencies to 
cooperate in the fullest and CIA's cooperation in this 
matter was in accordance with the long standing policy 
among all Government agencies. 

Review of A/AH& . file does not reflect any 
instance where CIA indicated a displeasure in the Bureau 
(not acknowledging CIA's assistance in placing us in touch 
with This is in line with •. M statement 

in 1963 that he did not want t© get involved in any 
investigative aspects of this matter and wanted to step 
out as soon as possible. In view of the above, it is not 
believed that CIA would have any basis to complain that the 
Bureau never acknowledged CIA'.s assistance. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: V 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this_jna^feer^^~^ 
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EXCHANGE OF TECHNICAL INFORMATION 
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* 



Item number 34 in the material svibmitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 concerns 
exchange of technical information" with CIA, particularly as 
it related to the technical surveillance field. Papich states 
CIA exhibited its equipment to us, but for many years we declined 
to show any of our devices, with some exceptions. He states 
that CIA never made an official protest but informally indicated 
from time to time that the .lack of exchange was prejudicial to 
overall intelligence and internal security interests and implied 
we were more open with the British in this area than with CIA. 
Papich states this situation does not exist today as there is 
a good exchange by the Bureau and CIA. 

Our files reveal that through the years CIA has 
furnished the Bureau a number of technical devices for our use 
or inspection. They have also furnished technical manuals obtained 
abroad and briefed us on operational and technical aspects of 
some of their operations abroad, .Laboratory personnel have been 
afforded tours and briefings concerning CIA facilities a'Sd 
equipment and in two instances Bureau personnel have been afforded 
training at CIA schools. As recently as October, 1969, CIA 
afforded a briefing to Bureau personnel concerning 

t developed by their technical people and 
•' offered to loan us one of these units as well as afford our 
personnel training in the operation of the equipment. 

COMMENTS OF THE LABORATORY ( 

Similarly, Bureau records show substantial reciprocity 
on the part of the FBI in developing and furnishing important 
technical information to CIA over a period of many years. 
Representative examples are cited below: 

Prior to an important unsolved technical 

intelligence problem involved desired access to 
enemy intelligence and other security information 
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protected by JBA ~ / DBwT / OhfA- 

. Scientists in the FBI Laboratory were 
able to solve this problem by 

$B»4rtw£ 

This was a scientific 
breakthrough of tremendous intelligence potential and, 
with Bureau approval, our results and techniques were 
made known to the appropriate CIA representatives. 

CIA advised that they had theretofore spent thousands 
of dollars in an intensive, but unsuccessful effort to 
solve the same problem. The impact of this scientific 
discovery in permitting access to previously unavailable 
intelligence had tremendous value for both the FBI and 
CIA. 


In approximately the late j* and early both CIA 

and FBI encountered a new, highly sophisticated type 

SBMtWS MBTfnt -- In spite of a 

massive technical effort mounted by CIA, scientists 
of the FBI Laboratory were successful in first unraveling 
the basic principles and techniques underlying this new 
h&burivKj, system. This 'important breakthrough thus permittee 
for the first time a successful attack against '%he new 

HBfH Because of its 
extreme intelligence potential, with prior Bureau approval, 
this development was made known to CIA, and its importance* 
•to CIA is reflected in part by a letter addressed to the 
Director of FBI by Allen Yf. Dulles, then Director of CIA, 
under date of August 19, 1961, in which Dulles said, in 
part, "For the past several years there has been 
increasingly effective technical liaison between the 
Technical Services Division of this Agfency and correspond¬ 
ing components of your Bureau. . ." Dulles further 
commented that Bureau technical personnel had "... made 
an outstanding technical contribution for which they are to 
be highly .commended. Their work not only has an important 
impact in one sensitive area, but also has revealed a 

The discovery will have an 
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important influence on the discharge of responsibilities 
assigned both to this Agency and the FBI. I consider 
access to these findingsto be further evidence of the 
value of close technical liaison between our two ' 
organizations. „ .** 

Subsequently, again with prior Bureau approval, whenever 
it could be done without jeopardizing FBI operational 
interests, the FBI on a continuing basis made available 
° CIA 

A recent example involved the 
espionage case of /sAH£ _ wherein 

on 2/12/69 a. $& M StnV£ ‘ 1 « sed h ? 

f ^ WES 

furnished to CIA by a representative of the FBI Laboratory, 

The above items are representative outstanding examples 
rOf FBI cooperation in developing and sharing highly important 
itechnical information, and certainly the letter from CIA reflects 
'the satisfaction and importance which CIA attached to such 
information received from the Bureau. Within general Bureau 
policy guidelines, there were, of coursfe, on a continuing basis 
numerous other items of technical information shared with CIA 
over the years, including briefings and exchange of visits. 

.* 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : " 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this master. 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
CIA LECTURERS AT BUREAU TRAINING SCHOOLS 
EXCHANGE IN THE TRAINING FIELD ’ ; 


Items number 35 and 36 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sami Papich in his memorandum March 5, 1970, indicated 
CIA has never understood why Bvireau will not permit CIA personnel to 
lecture at our schools and CIA was unhappy regarding our attitude 
concerning exchange of information in the training field. 

CIA by letter May 19, 1950, requested it be permitted to 
discuss training problems with FBI training staff in view of 
necessity of its maintaining relations with foreign police and 
security agencies. Following recommendations by the Executives 
Conference, Bureau advised CIA by letter May 25, 1950, that we did 
not believe FBI training staff could intelligently discuss training 
•methods with CIA since our staff was not knowledgeable concerning 
conditions encountered by CIA in various foreign countries. 

* r 

S£h£ITII/£ MtTti-o'b -r 

■ lb£MTlPr/A/s DATA- 

\ 

In 1966, the Director approved a request of CIA to have on. 
oi its men attend The National 'Academy for purpose **to improve 
capabilities of CIA personnel engaged in overseas police training 
programs. n As a result, a CIA Security Officer .-graduated from the 
& S&ss/W Of the FBI National Academy 

*T 

‘ the specific request of CIA, Bureau representatives have 

addressed CIA intelligence personnel attending refresher-type 
JS^i ning courses cn 31 occasions between June, 1962,‘and December 
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We loaned CIA four Bureau training films in 
February, 1966, one was eventually returned, but CIA 
continues to utilize the other three films entitled "On 
The Record,*' "Interviews,*' and "Burglary Investigations." 

■ We continue to use foreign language films from CIA which, 
were loaned to us as a supplement to the Bureau's Language 
Training Program. 

Representatives of CIA have not lectured at 
| Bureau training schools and there is no indication in 
t Bureau files that this has been advocated by CIA. 

This memorandum has been coordinated with the 
Training Division. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not.believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter^ 
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Memorandum 

to :Mr. C. D. DeLoach 

from :Mr. W. C. Sullivan 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY / 

(POSITIVE INTELLIGENCE) • 


Item Number 37 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
discusses CIA criticism which could generate from Agency belief 
that Bureau has failed to cooperate and offer necessary assistance 
in collection of positive intelligence in the United States. 
Memorandum is to deal with specific cases believed by Papich 
to evidence lack of cooperation and to briefly comment on policy 
of cooperation we have adop'ted with CIA. 

SYNOPSIS : . 

Mentioned Item by Papich points out CIA belief that 
more aggressive action should have been taken in field of 
collecting positive intelligence in the United States. Papich 
notes Bureau's action in’this field, for the most part, has been 
restricted to compliance with requests by State Department when 
political crises occur in some cduntry. He points out C;frA belief 
that acquiring needed data would mean increased technical surveil¬ 
lance coverage, development of informants and collection of 
cryptographic material,. Papich cites two specific cases occurring 
in 1969 where Bureau declined CIA's request for technical coverage, 
suggesting to Agency that it make its request directly to the 
Attorney General. Review of specific cases mentioned set forth 
with Director's comments relative thereto being noted. Our 
policy of cooperation with CIA most recently delinated to field 
by SAC Letter 66-10 (B) - copy attached. SAC letter calls for 
guarding our jurisdiction but shows our willingness to cooperate 
with CIA. 


. OBSERVATIONS AND ACTION - OVER 


i i , * + * * 
« 


DATE: 3/6/70 


NATIONAL security information 

N Unauthorized Disc^ure 

Siihiect to Criminal Sanctions 


Hf 55036 Docld:32989616 Page 245 

iL----■—^ 





Memorandum to Mr, C, D e DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


CIA has repeatedly raised the issue in the past of 
our cpverage in the positive intelligence collection area and 
we can reasonably expect similar issues to be raised in the 
future 6 

* 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

That we prepare a carefully worded letter to CIA 
outlining policy and the basic elements of intelligence and 
counterintelligence work affecting the United States and 
forthrightly ask CIA if it is satisfied with the status quo 
and if not what do they have to suggest as changes 0 


r 





i 
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Memorandum to Mr^C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


DETAILS: 




mx i 

Ui'&A 


i 

I 


Papich points out CIA feels there is unexplored 
field for acquiring positive intelligence in the United States 
but he. notes that there has been no law, directive, or executive 
order which fixes responsibility for clandestine collection of 
such information. He notes we investigate subversives, spies, 
and develop penetrations of foreign intelligence services and 
that facets of these investigations of violations of United States 
laws serve to fulfill a counterintelligence objective referred 
to by us as investigations of internal security matters. Papich 
notes, however, that most of our work in the positive intelligence 
field has been restricted to the compliance with requests by 
State Department prompted usually by a political crisis occurring 
in some foreign country. 

Papich points out CIA feels there is unexplored 
field for acquiring positive intelligence requiring use of 
vastly increased technical surveillances, informant development 
and collection of cryptographic material. According to Papich, 

CIA does not feel Bureau has moved aggressively in this area 
and CIA has been thwarted in attempts to do much about the 
problem, Papich cites two cases /V AHS. and 
j/A-MB ■. where CIA requests for technical surveil¬ 

lance were.declined by us with the suggestion to CIA that these 
‘matters should be taken up by that Agency directly with the 
Attorney General. 

Specific Cases * . * 

* . 

CIA advised that 

had been 

under development by feflSlC M intelligence service partly as 
a result of his weakness for women when assigned pkACfe. 
from Y&Atf, to Y&A/i . was to participate* in bilateral 

talks with United States officials in PA-7& ’ By letter 

K>AY£ CIA requested telephone and microphone surveillances on 
. The Director commented "Let CIA seek the authority 

of the AG. I don’t want them utilizing FBI as their channel." 

< <* _ 

•was originally investigated by us 
in as a possible unregistered agent of Persia* Govern¬ 
ment due to negotiations by him with Pof?£fGV ;■ designed 

to set up a semiprivate nuclear processing company 

Sivt/TW, 

- 3 - CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mi D. DeLoach 

RE: RELATIONSHIP^WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 



• /- ,i 

r " . •. l- 

Our investigation showed close contact by A-Si with 

officials, JvAMB- ' and details 


of activity by that subject to create the firm mentioned. 
MAMB headed a fLAC/5, _ firm involved in Atomic Energy 


Commission ^(AEC) work requiring "Top Secret" clearance by AEC. 
Our initial'* investigation was closed when Assistant Attorney 


General - Internal__Security Division found that facts did not 
justify soliciting _’s registration as a foreign agent. 


In'Spring of sixty-one kilograms of nuclear 

material were found to be unaccounted for by the firm headed 
by but subsequent inventories and checking by AEC 

revealed this shortage was probably the result of cumulative 
process of wasteful production methods over a period of eight 
years and did not justify an unqualified determination of a 
diversion of nuclear material on the part of^ f/AM/a to 
unauthorized persons or government. 


CIA, in ygAI f became alarmed on receipt of information 


of loss of mentioned nuclear material and despite AEC findings 
felt it may indicate illegal diversion or at least justificati 
for reopening investigation. j CIA contacted 

the Attorney General directly with his thoughts regarding the 


need for additional investigation. Attorney General contacted 
Bureau requesting it discuss matter with CIA and determine 


advisibility of additional investigation. The Director, in 
approving conference with CIA, noted "OK but I doubt advisibility 
of getting into this. It looks t like MASiB is going around 
us to AG as he suspects we would say no." 


An intensive investigation of 4/AM&- conducted 
during late A and into Fall of YG&/\ revealed no positive 
intelligence activity on his pqrt or verifiable diversion of 
AEC material to A/ Our investigation included technical 

surveillances installed &A7& and discontinued* £>/}'?’&■, JLS A/ty<S 
was interviewed by AEC and disclaimed passing any 

classified data to PoR6(C)^ Facts of case were 

reviewed by Department of Justice which found no evidence of pro¬ 
secutable violation by AAfliE: AEC felt the additional investi¬ 

gation produced no data upon which could be based a legitimate 
withdrawal of clearance for AEC contracts or information. In 
view of this, we closed our investigation and CIA was so advised. 

A - .letter from tfAAP*’ acknowledged additional investigation 


- 4 - 


CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr.'C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


would produce no legal evidence pertinent to the issue which 
prompted CIA’s original request but noted he felt reinstituted 
audio surveillances of would produce positive intelligence 

information. He therefore requested reinstitution of this 

coverage. The Director’s letter to . noted that 

after careful review it was felt that CIA should take this 
matter 1 to the Attorney General. 

On October 21, 1969, a CIA official was told by 
Special Agent Papich that in the future CIA should transmit its 
requests for technical surveillance coverage in the United States 
to the Attorney General. This specifically covered the cases 
of JVAHEL and • The Director commented tr Right. fr 

B ureau Policy of Cooperation 

* 

In 1965 and 1966, recognizing overlapping interests, 
changes inherent in faster communication, hysteria to facilitate 
international travel and in response to requests from CIA, the 
Director approved Bureau attendance at conferences with CIA 
regarding that Agency’s operational activities in the United States. 
On a memorandum reporting the results of the conferences with 
CIA, the Director commented ”1 hope we still don’t let our 
guard down as CIA has always outsmarted r us because of .our 
gullibility.” 

SAC Letter 66-10 (B) dated 2/15/66 furnished to the 
field and Bureau offipials results of the conferences with CIA 
and emphasized necessity for protecting Bureau jurisdiction .in 
the counterintelligence field. This SAC letter (copy attached) 
emphasized- there is to be no interference with or infringement 
upon our jurisdiction but clearly shows our willingness to 
cooperate with CIA in developing positive intelligence in the 
United States. In approving this SAC letter, the Director 
noted "I hope there is- no ’sneaker’ in this. Time will tell.” 

There has been no renewed request from CIA for 
technical coverage in the cases mentioned above, nor has there 
been any indication that such requests have been sent by CIA 
to the Attorney General as we suggested. Due to CIA interest 
in the past in these matters, we cannot rule out the- possibility 
the Agency may approach Attorney General for the desired 
coverage at some time in the future. 


- 5 
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(b) CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY - OPERATIONS IN THE UNITED 
STATES -- The Bureau recently completed discussions with the Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA),regarding that agency’s operational activities in 
the United States. These discussions essentially dealt with CLA’s assessum 
and recruitment of foreign intelligence sources in the United States. Enclc-s 
for your use is a list of the ground rules which both agencies have accepted 
as guidelines for effecting the necessary coordination. In order that you nia 
be adequately oriented in this matter, tbs following background is set forth. 
The need for the ground rules is related to CIA’s interest in developing 
positive intelligence sources in the Unitec. States and the necessity for 
protecting the Bureau’s jurisdiction in the counterintelligence field. The 
latter is essential to the adequate discharge of our responsibilities to 
national security. 


Positive intelligence may be described as a comprehensive product 
resulting from collection, evaluation, collation, analysis, and interpretation 
of all available information relating to national security and concerning other 
countries where such information is significant to our Got eminent*s develop¬ 
ment and execution of plans, policies, and courses of action. Such intelligence 
can be divided into various categories, such as economic, military, scientific, 
political, geographic, et cetera. The collection oi positive intelligence is 
distinguished from counterintelligence which is orimariiv designed ro nenoiiate. 
monitor, neutralize and/or disrupt the foreign intelligence and security service 
Counterintelligence further includes other functions of an internal security 
nature directed against subversive groups, organizations, and individual?. By 
lav/ CIA does not have any law enforcement, or internal security functions- CLV 
authorization for collecting positive intelligence is predicated on the National 
Security Act of 1947 and subsequent issuance of National Security Council 
Directives. There is no law, directive, or charter which authorizes Ci-A to 
engage in the clandestine development of positive intelligence sources in the 
United States. Therefore, in the absence of any statutory prerogative to ccnduc 
such activity in the United States, it has been mutually agreed by FBI ar.d CIA. 
that the Agency can only engage in the clandestine development and hand!my of 
positive intelligence sources in this country by coordinating with the Bureau. 
The Bureau in turn legally has the primary counterintelligence responsibilky 
in the U. S. and is continually developing positive intelligence.. It, how :-ver. 
must be regarded an incidental product to our main objective. The Bureau 
does not have a primary responsibility to collect positive intelligence;, but we 
do have numerous and very signific t OOllh,P, : .4,0in this field,. In actual practi 
the Bureau is required by the President and ether agencies to develop infe r man 




2-15-66 

SAC LETTER 66-10 
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of a positive intelligence nature. This requires Bureau action designed to 
bring about the necessary coverage. A good example is our involvement 
in the development of information relating to the crisis in the Dominican 
Republic. From the above you will recognize that there can be ’’gray areas" 
of interest to the Bureau and CIA. It, therefore, has been necessary to 
effect adequate coordinating machinery. 

The potential for the.development of positive intelligence in this 
country is vast and varied. Voluminous positive intelligence is collected 
overtly through the review of foreign and domestic publications, interviews 
of travelers, arriving aliens, contacts with scientists, et cetera. In this 
area there have been no serious issues between the Bureau and CIA. 


However, in the field of clandestine development of positive 
intelligence both agencies have an interest, and there is a necessity for a 
clear-cut understanding of jurisdiction and coordination. Particularly is 
this true in the development of positive intelligence sources who are 
employees or officials of foreign governments stationed in the United States 
or who are visiting this country on a temporary basis. 


For many years 'he Bureau has had a continuing program of 
developing sources in diplomatic installations for the purpose of discharging 
our counterintelligence responsibilities and incidentally for developing 
positive intelligence information which might assist the Government in 
formulating policy. The Bureau, recognizing CIA s need for sources in the 
positive intelligence field, has permitted CIA to assess and recruit sources ; 
the United States in a limited manner with the understanding that such activit 
are fully coordinated with tire Bureau. In January, 1964, CIA established 
their Domestic Operations Division (DOD) to conduct such operations in the 
United States, and certain Bureau field offices were alerted and furnished 
the necessary guidance and instructions. The recent discussions with CIA 
resulted in a refinement of the understanding of the ground rules established 
•in January, 1964. jr 


The enclosed ground rules will be applied by the Bureau and CIA 
as cases arise. The Bureau position in each matter will be decided at the 
Seat of Government. As a general rule, Bureau Headquarters will be. inform 
by CIA regarding its interest in an individual or a target. Prior to notificati 
of CIA regarding our position, the situation will be carefully reviewed at the 
Seat of Government. This may often include a request to the field for 


2-15-66 

SAC LETTER 66-10 
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observations and recommendations before notice is transmitted to CIA. At 
the same time, it is possible that you may be contacted in the field by a 
representative of;DOB, CIA. If so, you should be guided by the enclosed • 
ground rules in any discussions, 'bearing in mind that the approval for any 
particular operational activity is to be made at Bureau Headquarters. 


You should hold to the concept that the protection of the internal 
security of the United States involves very basic clear-cut responsibilities 
of the FBI. This should be kept in mind in each case and in any contacts 
which you may have with CIA'representatives. There is to be no interfere.-, 
with or infringement upon our jurisdiction. It is recognized that unforeseer 
developments may create situations not adequately covered by the ground r. 
You, therefore, should report such matters to the Bureau setting forth 
complete details with your recommendations. Although we have been inforr 
by CIA that the Bureau's jurisdiction and operational interests will not be 
interfered with, we cannot discount the results of past experiences stemmi: 
from CIA’s operational and organizational deficiencies. We have no reascr. 
believe that there will be a revolutionary change of these conditions. It is. 
therefore, incumbent upon you to be extremely alert for any breakdown of 
adherence to the ground rules. I emphasize that this is an area of activity 
which must be closely monitored by each Special Agent in Charge. You 
should be certain that your personnel is adequately oriented so that the Bur 
can have the full benefit of any constructive suggestions pertaining to this 
entire matter. 


ce 

ies. 
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y 
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to 
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Very truly yours, 
John Edgar Hoover 
Director 


Enclosure for (B) 



2-15-66 

SAC LETTER 66-10 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


mm 


to slir. C. D. DeLoach 


FROM :W. C. Sullivan 


DATE: 3/7/70 






SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 1 • 

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS y 

Item Number 38 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of 3/5/70 serves as 
a sort of summary in which SA Papich indicates that he cannot 
recall the names of other cases which resulted in CIA displeasure 
or criticism, but does cite one instance "early in the 1950’s" 
in which we disseminated data from a source of unknown reliability 
charging Allen Dulles as having been a communist'and a spy 
while in Europe.. 

By letter 3/22/52, we informed State and CIA that a 
source of unknown reliability had alleged that / P&A/T/ P- f/a/G> 

^ had been arrested in Hungary in 1947 or 

1948 and forced to write a letter to his wife which brought her 
to Hungary where she was also arrested. We asked for an 
evaluation of the information. memorandum, 

4/5/52, states he received a call from Allen Dulles during which 
Dulles referred to the letter and said'he was not concerned 
about it but wanted look it over. Y/e were subsequently 

informed by CIA that Allen Dulles . £AX£' r <?/» 

. . had said that 

the information concerning Dulles and his wife was without 
foundation and we promptly told State of this by letter 4/15/52, 
a copy of which was directed to Allen Dulles. 

■■ memorandum 5/10/52 written by SA Papich reports his discussion 
with Dulles concerning this matteri Mr. Dulles asked if the 
original letter could be withdrawn and was told that it appeared 
that the FBI had already set the records straight but that if he 
wished to make an official request, Papich would refer the matter 
to the Bureau for consideration. Dulles, immediately replied that 
he definitely did not want to make n a .big thing" of the letter, 
that it was not that important, and that maybe it would be better 
to drop the matter.. General Smith (then Director of Central 
Intelligence) later told Papich that he considered the matter 
closed. 

SA Papich also alludes to other instances in which 
|CIA alleged that we had mishandled its information. He has no 
i specifics, however, and states he cannot recall the cases. 


NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 
Unauthorized Disclosure 
Subject to Criminal Sanctions 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. B, DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None 0 We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter 
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-'UNITED STATES C "|^NMENT 

Memorandum 


'■ Mr. DeLoach 


J DATE: larch 9, 1970 


FROM : c. Sulliva^ 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


iSHO ItA <w l 


Reference is made to 'the memusandum W. C, Sullivan 
to C. D. DeLoach dated 3/5/70* captioned* as above. At that 
time the Director was advised this Division would make an 
analysis of each situation cited in the memorandum of 
Special Agent Sam J. Papich relative to grievances which CIA ^ 
might hold in connection with relations with the FBI. ^ 

Enclosed will be found an analysis of 38 items 
(2 are contained in one memorandum, makiing a total of 37 
memoranda) , In substance our analysis does not show any 
real reason why CIA would raise any issie in connection with 
37 put of the 38 items. The recommended! action in each of 
these cases would logically close the matter. In one rnemo^andum^ 
the 37th iteny323§S^a, it is recommended that a carefully worded 
letter to CIA outlining policy and the basic elements of 
intelligence and counterintelligence wsrk affecting the 
United States be sent to that Agency. The purpose of this is 
to protect the Bureau by giving CIA a .diance to make any 
comments, if it has any, in regard to tBie current utilization 
pf sources and facilities affecting both CIA and the Bureau. » 

If CIA replies that it is satisfied with the current intelli- •, 

gence conditions in this area, we will put this particular ! 
matter to rest and we will have their Hatter in the file. 

\ This Division v/ill take any said all steps to comply 

with the Director*s wishes in this matder and in any other 
concerning which this Division is invdQv.ed. ! 

\ * 

RECOMMENDATION: 

'Fpp the reformation of the Donector. 


Classified by ^ 

Exempt from Gl!)SyCategor y 
Date of PeclassificAio n Indefinite 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


TO : Mr, C 0 D. DeLoach 


from : Mr* W. C. Sullivan 


date: March 6, 1970 
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Item number on e in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent (S A) Sam Papich in his me morandum 
3/5/70 discusses the case of | 


JFK Act 6 ( 


' JFK Act 6 ( 


BACKGROUND OF CASE l aHollywoodmotionpicture 6 ( 

producer, was recruited by Soviet intelligence in 1935. From 
1947 to 1957 he was operated as a double agent by- the FBI, This 
was an extremely sensitive counterintelligence operation involving 
Soviet intelligence activities in the United States in which 
Morros traveled behind the ‘Iron Curtain for meetings with his 
Soviet principals. 


Information obtained by 


] from his Soviet contacts 


t 6 ( 


was disseminated to interested agencies, including the Central 
Intelligence Agency, On January 25, 1957, Jack Soble, Myra Soble, 
and Jacob Albam were arrested in New York on charges of conspiracy 
to commit espionage against the United States. 

PROBLEM WITH CIA On March 16, 195 4, the Bureau disseminated 

information received from I I to heads of the various 1 ' Act 6 ( 

intelligence agencies, including, CIA, By letter of March 27, 1954, 
Lieutenant General C. P. Cabell,’ Acting Director of CIA, 
criticized the information and, in effect, characterized it as 
"fabrication or the product of a paper mill," which conclusion 
Cabell stated had been applied to many similar disseminations in 
the past from apparently the same source. By letter of April 5, 

1954, the Bureau informed CIA that it was believed that no useful 
purpose would be served in making any future dissemination to 
CIA of information received from this source. 

On April 9, 1954, Mr, Allen Dulles, then Director of 
CIA, advised Liaison Agent Papich that he had been looking into the 
matter and there was ho question in his mind but that his agency 
had acted stupidly in transmitting such a letter to the Bureau. 


62-80750 _ 

1 - 100-352385 4 
1 - Mr, C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr, W, C, Sullivan 
1 - Mr. W. A. Branigan 
1 - Mr. D, J. Brennan 
1 - Mr. Do Whitson 
LW:as A'(7) 


] 


' JFK Act 6 ( 


m 


Clarified by 

Exempt from GDS, Categor y J £3 
Date °* Declassification Indefinite 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D, DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
62-80750 


By letter of April 21, 1954, Mr, Dulles stated that 
CIA would appreciate it if the Bureau wo uld kindly continue 
to send reports from the source I ~~l which relate jfk Act 6 (d.a) 

to matters of foreign intelligence. By letter of April 29, 1954, 
the Director expressed the opinion that no useful purpose 
woiild be served by disseminating to CIA information received 
from the source in the future. 

Nevertheless, memorandum Branigan to Belmont dated 
April 28, 1954, po inted ou t that when and if the Bureau receives 
information in the I I in the future of a type required jfk Act e ami 

by National Security Council Directive to be furnished to CIA, 
it should be carefully evaluated and a decision made at that time 
as to the officials and agencies of the Government to whom it 
should be disseminated. The Director noted "OK but before anything 
goes to CIA from this source I want to pass on it. This 
restriction does not apply to dissemination to other agencies, H" 

Subsequent to the foregoing three disseminations were 
made to inte rested agencies, including CIA, based on information 
from | | during October and December, 1954, and appropriate Act 6 (1)(f) 

dissemination was made thereafter with the Director’s approval. 

As the time grew near for prosecutive action, the 
Department requested the Bureau to check with CIA to see if 
Department attorneys could interview a Soviet infc elli gence 
defector then in custody of CIA named I jfk Act e uha 

Accordingly, the Director authorized an oral briefing of Mr, Dulles 
and on 1/8/57 he and J ames Angleton of his staff were generally 
briefed on the I I and the contemplated prosecution, They ; were < ;1 > < A 

furnish ed with background data conc erning subjects residing in 
France, | I CIA was requested to search 6 s 1 ) < A > 

the names of individuals involved in the case and was ' 
asked regarding identities of CIA employ ees who ipight have 
information of pertinence concerning the I I jfk Act 6 clma) 


On March 4, 1957, Mr, James Angleton informed the liaison 
agent of resentment on the part of CIA employees and officials 
based upon the following: “• 


2 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
62-80750 




(1) CIA feels it should have been advised much 
earlier concerning those aspects of the case relating to 
CIA employees. 

(2) Leads were given to CIA at the same time the 
case was publicized and, therefore, CIA was handicapped. 

(3) The failure to coordinate the French aspects 
of the case with CIA permitted the French intelligence 
agencies to play a dominant role in the European 
investigation. 

(4) CIA fears the Bureau had not told it all there 
was to know about the case that CIA should have known. 


DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA The Bureau took the position 
that any necessary investigation looking toward prosecution 
in countries where Bureau had a Legal Attache would be 
referred by the Legal Attache to the appropriate investigative 
agency of that country. In those countries where the Bureau 
did not have a Legal Attache, request f or investiga tion would 
be channelled through CIA. Beca use the I I were in JFK Act 6 

France, the interrogation of the I I was handled by JFK flct 6 

request from the Legal Attache to the French. 


I_I during World War II had been with the 

Office of Strategic Services and had contacts later with CIA 
personnel. Prior to decision on pros ecution we d id not 
disseminate information regarding the | | because we JFK Act 6 

feared the effects of -compromise from possible leaks would 
endanger the life of our source. This was particularly true 
in view of CIA's expressed attitude in 1954. Some leads had 
been given to CIA over two weeks before the arrests of the 
subjects in the United States. -Leads were not given earlier 
because of the fear of possible compromise. As far as 
coordinating the French aspects of the case were^concerned, 
it is doubted that CIA could have exerted any control over the 
French investigation after the French had the information. 

There was a distinct difference in this case between 
intelligence information and evidence in support of prosecutive 
action. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
62-80750 


Act 6 


JB _(0 

Recently the [British MI-5J representa tive in 
Washington ha^roade some inquiries rel ating to I 
indicating the/British) may now believe I 1 was either JFK Act 6 

known to the Soviets as our agent or was under their control. 

It is not known if the/Britisluhave discussed this matter 
with cia. ~(£) 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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OrilONAl fORM NO, to 
MAY 1962 EDITION 
GSA GEN. REG. NO. 27 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


from : W. C. Sullivan 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

BUREAU OPERATIONS IN MEXICO 


1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Sullivan 

DATE: 3/9/70 

1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. Bermingham 

_ IzlCtiQ. 
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Callahan _ 

Conrad _ 
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Sullivan _ 
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Tele. Room . 
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Item number two in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated 3/5/70 states 
that during the 1950’s, CIA periodically complained that the 
operations of our office in Mexico and specifically those 
involving the operating of informants and the penetration of 
the Communist Party of Mexico violated the understanding that 
this office was to act only as a liaison post. He also states 
CIA has informally raised questions on our running informants 
in Mexico and still being*able to comply with Directives requiring 
coordination of overseas clandestine counterintelligence 
operations under CIA. He states comments by CIA officials 
along above lines have been casual and informal and indicate 
the situation has been a potential issue rather than an actual 
conflict or disagreement. The essence of his remarks in this 
item is that the Bureau is vulnerable to criticism by CIA 
because of our operations in Mexico. 

Review of our files fail to reveal receipt of any 
formal pr otest bv CIA c oncerning these matters. We have been 
operating I I in Mexico City since 1947. In 1951, 

Inspector V. P. Keay., after visiting Mexico City, reported 
that CIA was not adequately investigating matters I I 

affecting the internal security of the U.S. and recommended 
that after properly advising CIA, Legat, Mexico, be instructed 
to undertake such investigations. The Executive Conference 
considered this problem on 4/1*9/51 and decided we should extend 
our coverage in Mexico but should not reach any,. understanding 
with CIA regarding these increased activities. • It was decided, 
however, to advise CIA in writing of this problem in Mexico 
in order to fix responsibility on that Agency and such a letter 
was sent on 5/1/51. A copy is attached. 


Enclosure 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

BUREAU OPERATIONS IN MEXICO 



In 10/51, almost simultaneously, our Legats in 
Mexico City, Madrid, and Paris, reported instances of CIA 
l I officials openly challenging our operations, generally- a-- « (d<b 

on the grounds that we were violating CIA overseas 
jurisdiction. Inspectors V. P. Keay and DeLoach personally 
and forcefully brought these instances to the attention of 
General Walter B. Smith, Director of CIA, in a heated exchange 
on 10/24/51. Out of this meeting developed a luncheon on 11/7/51 
attended by the Director, Bureau officials and General Smith, 
who was accompanied by several officers of his Agency. 

According to a memorandum, D. M. Ladd to the Director, dated 
11/7/51, CIA recognized our presence abroad and both agencies 
pledged cooperation and coordination through greater liaison 
so as to prevent conflict and competition in these closely 
associated operations. During the ensuing 19 years, the 
Bureau continued to operate in Mexico and on occasions 
moderately expanded its activities in order to meet its 
needs. During this lengthy period, there were no serious 
problems with CIA, with reference to our Mexico City office. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


forth, 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
BY SPECIAL MESSENGER 


Date: May 1, 1951 

To: Director 

Central Intelligence Agency 
2430 E Street, Northwest 
Washington, D, C. 

Attention: Major General W, G, Wyman 

I I ------- ...JFK Act 6 (1) (B) 


From: John Edgar Hoover, Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Subject: COVERAGE OF ACTIVITIES OF 

AMERICAN COMMUNISTS IN MEXICO 


Reference is made to recent discussions between representa¬ 
tives of the Office of I l and Special Agent C, B, 

DeLoach of the Federal Bureau of Investigation regarding the captioned 
mat ter. It is understood that your representatives pointed out that 
the | I with its limited personnel, attempted 1 H) 

to follow movements of American Communists as well as possible, 
however, it would be impossible to guarantee an advance report in 
each individual case when the Communist member in question is about 
to return to the United -States, 


You will recall that the following suggestions were 
offered by your representatives in connection with this matter: 

(1) Utilization of the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service Watch last, j t 


(2) Advice from FBI as to whether.the Mexican Police 
could be used in handling cases. 


Tolson — 
DeLoach 
Walters _ 

Mohr_ 

Bishop _ 


(3) Advice irom the FBI to CIA indicating which cases 
„ . are most important so that those cases could be 
given preferred attention. 


Casper_ 

c«Hqh«. It was indicated by the CIA representatives that possibly 

pehlzztfie adoption of these suggestions would in some manner assist them 


Gale- 

^osen _ 

Sulhvan - 

Tcvel _ 

Soyars 


-in-handling Communist cages in.Mexico- ^ 
—cc: Legal Attache, Mexico City, Mexico 

Foreign Service Desk (detached) 


-t*4 1 • 
vv • 


Tele. Room_ 
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The FBI', of course, fully realizes the difficult problems 
involved in surveilling American Communists in foreign countries. 

At the same time, however, it must be pointed out that in the present 
emergency each individual Communist investigation, routine or 
otherwise, should receive proper attention when the subject concerned 
travels to foreign countries. As you no doubt realize, the Communist 
Party, U.S.A,, represents a potential force as far as espionage 
and sabotage operations are concerned. Therefore, even minor 
members of the Party could become involved in delicate operations• 

As pointed out in the discussions between Mr, DeLoaeh and representa- 
tives of your agency, the travels of Communists from the United 
States to Mexico are very likely to become much greater, thereby 
proposing a more serious problem than is now faced. 

The FBI has for some time utilized the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service Watch List as a source of information concerning 
the travel of Communists* Although representing an excellent method 
of ascertaining this type of information, at the same time the FBI 
is not afforded any advance warning from this source as to the return 
of the Communist. Party member to the United States. Therefore, the 
investigation of that member becomes delinquent in view of the fact 
active investigation is not initiated at the time of his re-entry. 

It is, therefore, believed that this particular source of information 
would not be satisfactory in lieu of information from your agency 
which would notify us in advance of the return to the United States 
of the Communist Party member in question. 

With respect to the FBI advising your agency when the 
services of the Mexican Police may t be utilized in individual cases, 
this Bureau will be most-* happy to advise you of those "sensitive 
cases" which are considered too delicate for referral to the Mexican 
Police, or foreign factions* With regard to the remainder of 
investigations, however, we shall defer to your judgment as to 
whether you wish to utilize the Mexican Police or. not. The 
jurisdiction of the Office of Special Operation’s in foreign 
intelligence matters allows for a more over-all knowledge of the 
Mexican Police than this Bureau presently possesses'. Therefore, we 
suggest that you weigh the facts in each individual case and consider 
whether the Mexican Police should be called in or not. - 

Concerning the ranking importance of cases, it is the 
opinion of this Bureau that the facts provided your agency in each 
individual case will determine the methods of investigation you 
wish to apply. It is not, therefore, considered necessary for the 
FBI to point out the importance of each matter referred to your 
agency. 



** 2 *» 
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As suggested by your representatives, we will be most 
happy to hold a conference with your Mexican supervisory personnel 
at any time concerning discussions, of investigations in Mexico. 

It is additionally suggested, however, that you advise your field 
representatives in Mexico City to contact the FBI’s Legal Attache 
regarding coordination of the same matters in that locality. 


it 


/ 
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RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
THE ABEL CASE 


Item #3 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses the 
Abel case. 


According to Papich, CIA felt it was not given proper 
recognition for its contribution in the case, in that it took the 
risk and responsibility of transporting Hayhanen. from Paris to the 
U, S. in 1957 after the Bureau declined to become involved in this 
transportation; that after a short handling period in the U. S. the 
Bureau dropped Hayhanen, an alcoholic, because he became a problem 
and CIA took the responsibility of safeguarding him, giving the 
Bureau free access to him and time to develop leads leading to the 
apprehension of Abel; that CIA was responsible for making Hayhanen 
mentally and physically capable to testify at the Abel trial; also, 
CIA incurred heavy expenses, all for the benefit of the Bureau; 
further, the Bureau never thanked CIA for its cooperation nor did it 
see fit to inform the Attorney General or the White House of the 
role played by CIA. 

BACKGROUND OF THE SITUATION : 

Abel is the Soviet intelligence officer who was uncovered 
in the U. S. in 1957 through the defection of Reino Hayhanen, 

Abel’s assistant. 


On the night of May 7, 1957, James Angleton of CIA advised 
Mr. Belmont that Hayhanen had walked into^the American Embassy in 
Paris about three days ago and was referred to piA. He claimed he 
was a Soviet agent in New York since 1952 and gave certain details 
to back up his story. He claimed he was ordered back to Moscow and 
got ’'cold feet” in Paris and wanted to cooperate with American 
officials. He was in a highly emotional state which led CIA to 
question his mental' stability. It was the opinion of Mr. Belmont 
that no steps should be taken to return Hayhanen to the U. S. until 
the story was substantiated or demolished to reflect his actual 
status* Our New York Office immediately instituted investigation, 
62-80750 \, I 
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Memorandum Mr. W. C, Sullivan to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
FE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA xr 

62-80750 

based on Hayhanen’s disclosures ind^was not able to prove or 
disprove his story. On May 0, 1957, CIA was informed of the 
facts developed by our investigation and asked what action it 
intended to take regarding Hayhanen’s return to the U.S, On 
May 9, 1957, Angle ton advised of a report received from CIA, Pai-is, 
x-evealing that Hayhanen had suffered almost a complete mental 
bx-eakdown and that in view of his condition, a xr a ng ements were 
made by CIA for him to be returned to the U.S. by plane. On 
May 10, 1957, Hayhanen was returned to the U.S. in the company of 
a CIA agent. On ari’ival our New Yox-k Agents were at the airport 
to take him over, but because of his emotional state^ he was 
confined at the U.S, Marine Hospital in Staten Island until 
May 15, 1957, when he was released to the custody of our Agents. 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) authorities 
arranged for his confinement in the U.S. Marine Hospital, 

Staten Island, for psychiatric examination through the U.S. 

Public Ilealtn Service. (Liaison Agent Papiclx had previously 
conferx-ed with an INS official who had stated that if Hayhanen’s 
condition warx*anted confinement upon his arrival in the U.S., 
an order* would have to be issued by the U.S. Public Health 
Sex-vice). 


Hayhanen and his wife were placed in a midtown hotel 
by New York Agents and were undei- Bureau control from May 15, 1957, 
until June 20, 1957, when they were taken to their x-esidence in 
Peekskill, New York, at their request. All expenses for their 
maintenance were paid by the Bureau. During this period Hayhanen 
and his wife were becoming a problem because of heavy drinking 
and irrational behavior. t 

J 

On June 13, 1957, Aibel was located by Bureau Agents when 
visiting his studio in Brooklyn, New Yox-k, Efforts by Bureau 
Agents and the Department to have Hayhanen testify against Abel in a 
criminal prosecution were unavailing. With the Department' s 
concurrence, we arranged for INS authoi-ities to arrest Abel on 
June 21, 1957, on an alien wari-ant. After Abel’is arrest, the 
Department continued to raise questions concerning Hayhanen’s 
willingness to testify in an espionage prosecution against Abel 
and requested the Bureau to press Hayhanen in that -regax-d. We 
took the position that any efforts to induce Hayhanen to testify 
should be"made by the Department, as we realized that Hayhanen 
would undoubtedly want assurances, such as remaining'in this 
country and financial assistance, and the Department was so 
advised. The Department was also advised that the Bureau 
would no longer pay Hayhanen’s subsistence and that other • 
arrangements would have to be made. In an effort to solicit 
Hayhanen’s cooperation, the Department conferred with Allen 
Dulles of CIA to determine if CIA would be willing to sponsor 
the enti-y of Hayhanen into the U.S. under the authority granted; £tepg}n>.;; 
the Director of CIA by law. Dulles indicated a willingness |f£j 

not only to sponsor Hayhanen but also to assist in his rehabilitation , 
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Memorandum Mr. W. C. Sullivan to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 

RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

62-30750 


in the U.S., such as assistTng nim in obtaining a job 
and furnishing financial assistance for an extended period 
of time. On July 21, 1957 a CIA representative was placed 
in touch with Hayhanen by New York Agents for this purposed 
Our Agents also arranged for FBI’s access to Hayhanen whenever neces¬ 
sary. Subsequently, Hayhanen agreed to testify and appeared 
before a Federal grand jury on August 5 and August 6, 1957. 

As indicated above, we located Abel on June 13 and 
he was taken into custody by INS on June 21, 1957. On July 21, 

1957, over a month later, CIA instituted arrangements for 
Hayhanen’s rehabilitation. 

While CIA undoubtedly incurred heavy expenses on 
behalf of I-Iayhanen, it was not at the request of. the Bureau 
but at the request of the Department. 

Regarding CIA's ‘complaint that the Bureau never thanked 
it for its cooperation, it is pointed out that a letter from 
jthe Director was sent to Mr. Dulles on November 19, 1957, 

•shortly after Abel’s conviction. It pointed out the excellent 
cooperation of James Angleton and his staff with the Bureau 
since the inception of this case and that the Director wished 
to express his personal appreciation to Angleton and his staff 
for their valuable assistance. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None, we do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will .make an issue of. this matter. 
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RELATIONSHIP WITH THE 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

WILLIAM P. BUNDY CASE 


AW - 




Item No. 4 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated 3/5/70 discusses 
belief by CIA officials that damaging publicity regarding 
William P. Bundy emanated from a Bureau report. ■ Bundy 
was a CIA official at the time and the publicity was felt to 
be damaging to CIA. CIA apparently was of the belief that 
the Bureau leaked the information to Senator Joseph McCarthy 
who then released the information to the press. 

Bureau files reveal that in a discussion between 
SA Papich and Allen W. Dulles, then head of CIA, on 7/10/53 
Dulles inquired of Papich as to where McCarthy could get infor¬ 
mation such as that released concerning Bundy. Papich 
immediately informed Dulles that if Dulles was under any 
suspicion that the Bureau might be disseminating such infor¬ 
mation to Senator McCarthy he was definitely wrong and off base. 
Papich also told DulTes that the results of the Bureau 
investigation concerning Bundy had also been made available 
to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) as well as other- 
interested agencies. Dulles told Papich that he definitely 
did not feel that the Bureau was involved in the McCarthy 
releases to the press and that he was sorry if vthere had been 
an impression he suspected the Bureau. 

There is nothing in Bureau files concerning Bundy 
which would indicate that the Bureau did, in fact, supply any 
information concerning Bundy to Senator McCarthy or the news 
media. There was considerable publicity concerning Bundy 
at the time and it is noted that due to the fact that Bundy 
was the son-in-law of former Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
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Memorandum for Mr. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIP WITH THE 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
WILLIAM P. BUNDY CASE 


there was possibly an element of potential embarrassment to 
the Democratic Party attendant to publicity afforded the 
matter by Republican Senator McCarthy. It is also noted 
that copies of reports of Bureau investigation concerning 
Bundy had been disseminated, in addition to CIA, to Civil 
Service Commission, National Security Agency, Atomic Energy 
Commission, Army and the Attorney General. A conflict broke 
out between CIA and Senator Joseph McCarthy after McCarthy 
publicly quoted fern a document, not identified, which'spelled 
out Bundy's contribution to the Alger Hiss fund. The files 
indicate that CIA alleged that the AEC had leaked the 
information in question to Senator McCarthy. 



RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


set forth, 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. rJ «g > 
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Item number five in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich with his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses a question raised by 
former CIA Director Allen Dulles concerning the propriety of FBI 
dissemination of information concerning Jay Lovestone, who in the late 
1920’s headed the ,U. S. Communist Party, thereafter became completely 
disillusioned with the Party, and subsequently occupied an executive position 
with American Federation of Labor. 


The particular information referred to by Mr. Dulles had been 
furnished FBI by Spencer Miller, Jr., former Assistant Secretary of Labor. 
Miller made several accusations against CIA. Mr. Dulles took the position 
’ that dissemination of the allegations to the White House, Attorney General 
and Department of State had placed Dulles on the spot because the Miller 
! data was not a complete story. 

BACKGROUND: 

CIA advised that on 12/4/53 Miller had informed CIA representa¬ 
tives abroad that he had evidence pointing toward Jay Lovestone’s being a 
communist and active agent, and that Lovestone might shortly be exposed 
by the McCarthy Subcommittee of the Senate as the chief of the third great 
Soviet ring after Alger Hiss and Harry Dexter White. When interviewed by 
Bureau 1/7/54 he furnished no information indicating that Lovestone was 
I engaged in espionage activity and appeared to have an axe to grind insofar as 

Lovestone was concerned. He acknowledged everything hettiad esme to him 
secondhand. Results of interview were furnished CIA by letter. 

On 1/22/54 Attorney General advised the Director that Dr. Milton 
Eisenhower had told him of a conversation he had with Spencer Miller. The 
Attorney General said he told Dr. Eisenhower he would have'Miller inter¬ 
viewed to get the whole story and asked that we conduct the interview. 


On 1/25/54 we wrote the Attorney General about the previous 
interview with Miller and advised we would have him interviewed again to 
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Memorandum for Mr. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


I 

secure any additional data he might have. Miller was reinterviewed 
the same day and results were sent to Attorney General 1/27/54. 

Subsequently, on 2/19/54, Governor Sherman Adams called 
the Director from White House about the Miller situation. The 
Director advised Governor Adams that he had personally talked to 
Miller for two hours the previous day and had concluded that Miller * 
was obsessed with the charges he was making and while he appeared 
to be a brilliant and well educated man he did not appear to have 
specific details. 



I On the day the Director spoke with Miller, 2/18/54, he 

referred Miller to Domestic Intelligence Division where a detailed 
interview was conducted and results incorporated in a 20-page memo- 
j randum, copies of which were furnished Attorney General, Governor 
1 Adams, CIA and State Department. 

We interviewed Miller at the specific instructions of the 
Attorney General based upon a White House request and dissemination 
of interview results to Attorney General and White House was not 
only proper but required under the circumstances. CIA and State 
Department received results since allegations concerned officials 
and operations of those agencies. Miller furnished names of 
persons who he said could support his allegations and we interviewed 
them and disseminated results. Mr. James Angleton of CIA commented 
on 3/13/54 that when the Miller information was first received at 
that Agency some officials gained the impression FBI was deliberately 
collecting and disseminating data solely for the purpose of "hurting" 
jCIA. Angleton said results of interviews and investigation conducted 
by Bureau had clearly demonstrated to CIA officials that FBI was 
living by its well-known tradition and reputation of developing 
/facts and reporting information in an impartial manner. He said 
on the previous day all official-s, including Dulles, commented.the 
Bureau was following the Lovestone case in conformity with its 
• well established reputation of getting all the facts. In view of 
this, there is no basis for believing that at this time CIA would 
raise any charges of unfair conduct on the part of Bureau in its 
handling of the Miller matter. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


forth, 


None. We do not believe, in light of the 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 



facts set 
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FOR TOURS FOR FOREIGN OFFICIALS 


lo 
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33RSXH IS UNCLASSIFIED 

PASS BY Qft') 


Item six in material submitted to the Director by Sam 
Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 mentions occasions in the 1950's 
when CIA complained that officials visiting the United States 
under CIA sponsorship were disappointed because they had no 
contact with Bureau officials. CIA felt contact with Bureau 
officials had significant benefits, left lasting favorable 
impressions because of the .FBI’s world-wide reputation, and 
when foreign visitors had no contact with Bureau officials 
they were left with suspicions there was friction between the 
FBI and CIA. In 1956, we had a clear-cut policy to the effect 
that tours for such visitors would be of a restrictive nature 
and they would be afforded the same treatment as the public 
and nothing more. 

Memorandum 5/31/56 from Mr. Roach to Mr. Belmont, 
captioned "Visit at Bureau by Foreign Police and Intelligence 
Officials," (Bureau file 94-2-32781) recommended for Director's 
approval that Liaison would (1) inform CIA tours afforded to 
foreign police officials and security officials would continue 
to be of a restricted ■'nature and the visitors will only view 
facilities normally seen by the public, and (2) that such 
foreign officials would not be interviewed unless it appeared 
to the Bureau’s advantage. In regard to 1, the Director noted, 
"I thoroughly agree. I am not too keen anyway about such tours. 
We were ’burned* in the Johns matter." The Director noted in 
regard to 2, "I see no need of interviews." f 

( Doctor Otto John was an official of the West German 
security service who was closely associated with CIA and who 
was alleged to have Refected to the East Germans. 

In his memorandum, Papich emphasized that for the past 
several years there was no basis for complaints with regard to 
Bureau treatment of foreign officials coming to U.S. under CIA 
sponsorship. 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

(tlAl-^UTCiniNTERESTS IN SOVIET ESPIONAGE ACTIVITY 

iR * 

Item #7 in the material submitted to the Director 
SA Sam Papich^in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses 
(${ClD- (CutchJEfiterests in Soviet Espionage Activity. SA Papich 

notes that in 1956 the^fTutch Internal Security Service (BVEf^ wanted” 
to have certain individuals in the U. S. interviewed and approached 
w^lSJto make inquiry at the Bureau. When^I^^proached us, we 

to Id ffii einfi o have the^utclp^submit the.Are1q.uest through diplomatic . 
channels’and we subsequently to Id Jc. Ia) we, would not handle the 
interviews for the^utch^'Although^I^jaccepted this, they felt it 
hurt efforts to gather Soviet espionage information in Europe. Our 
position was basgd on failure of. vthe CDutcKrto deal honestly with us 
in the case of ^Joseph Petersen^j*who was involved in collecting 
/^intelligence information at £Ee National Security Agency for a 
'•^utcgjofficial. 
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This question first arose when a |f)utcO official approached 
our representatives at the NATO Special Committee conference in 
Paris in May, 1956, and requested Bureau assistagce Tn^nterviewing 
Mrs. Antonina Thomas in the U. S. and to have a(Dutc!f)representative 
present during the interview. ♦Mrs. Thomas is the widow of General 
Walter Krivitsky, who operated an espionage network in Europe prior 
to his defection in 1937. (f^he Butch representative said CIA had 
interviewed her, but the results were unsatisfactorQ&fe was told 
vto submit his request through diplpmatic channels. In June, a^IA 
Ovrepresentativepadvised SAPapich ghey were receiving pressure from 
the Dutch to Kave a Dutcjprepresentative bring all the material 
on the case to the U. S. for the Bureau’s use ii& interviewing 
Mrs. Thomas and two others in the U. S., but not to participate in 
i^ythe,^interview. ^jSIn accordance with instructions, SA Papich told 
^jClA^to have the /Dut cS Jsubmit their request through diplomatic 
channels and to include all information^n writing, -and that the 
Bureau would not deal personally with a { Putchi representative. By 
memorandum of June 15, 1956, it was reportecTthat^fames Angleton 
of ClQtold SA Papich he was of the very strong opinion that the 
'bureau’s position made good sense, but (ot her CIA officials^felt the 


(S) 


should be helped in every possible way. 


62-80750 
JPL:tdp (6). 
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Memorandum Mr. W.C. Sullivan to Mr. C.D. DeLoach 

RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

62-80750 


DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM: 


On June 19, 1956, then Assistant Director A. H. Belmont 
and SA Papich met with(|fi. chard Helms, then Deputy Director of 
Plans, and James Angleton of CIA’. Helms asked if the Bureau 
would talk to a representative of the Dutch if he came over 
and, in lieu of that, would the Bur eau accept from CIA information 
and leads furnished by the Putc hTj ^^ 

Belmont pointecLjout the Bureau's position was very 
simple in that the ^Butch) nad been caught short in the /Be terserQ (s") 
case when their representatives had been obtaining highly 
•< classified information from a friendly government and , before 
the FBI even reguested to ^interview the/jButctmrepresentatives 
v involvedL the (Dutch Ambassadorj^fiotified State Department 
(Gythat if^put ctr\ representatives were to be interviewed, .it should 
" be done by State Department and not by the FBI. £|felmg!}was (-&J 
told that in view of this, the Bureau notified State Department 
that any requests for information from the(putcipto be handled (s) 
by the Bureau must be channeled through the State Department. J 
Mr. Belmont said that this was a situation created by the 
(SjfiDutcKj and the Bureau had no intention of altering its position 
and wevrauld not talk to a ^utcKf 5 representative and did not . 

desire to receive any leads in the Krivitsky case through£CIA*TJ [S) 
($)Q[r. Helms advised that Cl^respected the Bureau's position *** 
and had attempted to guide its.elf accordingly in dealing with 
. the(PutchTj^He said he understood the Bureau's position, which 
1 in essence was that the/Putcli^had made their bed and could 
1 now lie in it. ,! *cs) 

LIKELIHOOD OF PROBLEM ARISING .NOW : 

It would appear remote that this problem would 
arise' at this time. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. .We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that/CIA! will make an^issue of this matter. 
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Mohr _ 
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Mr. W, C. Sullivan Ccllahan 
Liaison 


March 6, 1970 




Mr. A. W. Gray Tavcl - 

Mr. S. F. Phillips 

Holmes_ 

Gandy _ 


SUBJECT: RELATIONS WITH CIA 

COL. JOHN GROMBACH (PAT O’BRIEN) 

Background : Item number eight in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his. memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
relations between Bureau and CIA with Grombach, head of private 
intelligence network (O’Brien was Grombach*s aide who had liaison 
with Bureau). 

Problem: Papich states we never informed CIA we were receiving 
inform t ion from Grombach which was also of interest to CIA; 
and that while it is possible Grombach had given same data to 
CIA, we do not know. 

Analysis: I JFKftet f (1) 

I 1 (62-77306-60) There s <u 

is ample evidence CIA knew we were receiving information from 
Grombach. We do know some information was given by Grombach to 
CIA and Bureau jointly. O’Brien, for example, told us of 
conference in early 1951 between CIA officials and Grombach when 
it was agreed information might be furnished directly to FBI by 
Grombach,-provided CIA was advised by Grombach of what was given. 
(62-77306-23) Moreover, on 5/7/52 a CIA official requested 
Bureau’s views regarding validity of information we were receiving 
from Grombach and asKed for our views regarding method to be 

employed in channeling information f rom Grombach to Bureau. _- 

Significantly, under procedure then, :; ' K ~^1 (1) 

tions to CIA with copies to Bureau. b (1) 

I | Bureau wasnotrecom-6 <i> 

mending any method of dissemination and it was up to CIA to handle 
problem. (62-77306-25) f 

In the ensuing period, dispute arose between CIA and 
Grombach over channeling of information and Bureau-made every 
effort to stay out of dispute. In late 1952, for example, Helms 
inquired if Bureau’s views regarding dissemination had changed. 

He was told they certainly had not and again informed that Bureau’s 
desire was to receive all information of interest no matter how 
received.(62-77306-27) Our position of not becoming involved in 
Grombach-CIA dispute reiterated on oilier occasions. (62-77306-36, 69, 
81; 65-58725-56) 
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Memorandum W.C. Sullivan to Mr. C.D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONS WITH CIA 

COL. JOHN GROMBACH (PAT O’BRIEN) 



On the other hand, there were instances where we 
received information from Grombach which was of either an 
administrative or intelligence interest to CIA and we did 
not inform CIA. These instances covered period both prior 
and subsequent to the contractural relationship between CIA 
and Grombach which was from 4/51 to 7/54 (62-77306, unrecorded 
memo 11/29/55, Belmont to Boardman re Grombach). For example, 
Grombach wrote a confidential letter dated 7/30/48 to former 
Assistant to the Director D. M. Ladd which contained infor¬ 
mation of interest to CIA. This letter contains a penciled 
notation: "This info, not to be given to CIA. per DML—OHB" 

(62-77306-7). Memorandum 10/11/50 from A. H. Belmont to 
Mr. Ladd contains information from O’Brien concerning 
Grombach's intentions to plant microphones in Finland to 
cover meetings attended by Russian high staff. It was 
observed in the. memorandum that at that time O’Brien and 
Grombach had no relations-with CIA and that Grombach*s 
intended operation was under primary responsibility of CIA. 

No indication this information given to CIA by Bureau 
(65-58725-10). 

0*Brien furnished Bureau a memorandum dated 
6/29/54 entitled "Termination Memorandum to FBI" which 
informed of the termination of contract between Grombach 
and CIA. In the memorandum it is pointed out that Grombach 
will continue to receive rawanaterial from the field and 
that while he will no longer be in a position to translate, 
evaluate, publish, etc., Grombach desires to forward such 
material to Bureau as Grombach* would not trust any other 
agency. The memorandum also states that Grombach has continued 
the flow to the Bureau of all reports he felt Bureau would 
be interested in even though Grombach received a written 
order specifically directing him to not give Bureau any¬ 
thing. (62-77306-70). 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: t 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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1 - Mr. Sullivan 


TO 
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DATE: 3/7/70 

1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. Dix 


Tolron_ 

IVLoach _ 

V/al lers_ 

Mohr _ 

Bishop _ 

Caspar_ 

Callahan _ 

Conrad _ 

ToU_ 

Gale_ 

Roson _ 

Sullivan _ 

Tin el _ 
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Tele. Room 

Holmes _ 

Gandy _ 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY (CIA) 

COMMISSION ON THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 
(HERBERT HOOVER COMMISSION - 1954) 



Item number nine in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the Hoover Commission survey of CIA operations in 1954. According 
to Papich, there was talk within CIA that the Bureau had furnished 
the names of subversives within CIA to Senator McCarthy. 

Senator Joseph R. McCarthy (R-Wisc) was Chairman of the Senate 
Investigations Subcommittee. 

General Mark Clark headed the Task Force which 
surveyed CIA operations between 9/54 and 6/55. In 10/54, CIA 
alleged that the McCarthy Committee was attempting to develop 
information regarding CIA operations. According to the Washington 
Star, 10/1/54, McCarthy said CIA was ’’one of the worst situations 
we have as far as communist infiltration is concerned.” He said 
he would give his data relative to this matter to Clark’s Task 
Force. According to the Washington Star, 1/15/55, McCarthy 
said he had given Clark information relative to alleged communist 
infiltration of CIA.' As of 1/17/55, CIA had not received from 
Clark the names of those considered security risks but CIA 
believed it had done a good job of removing security risks and 
believed that it was in good shape. 

« 

On 1/21/55, the Task Force requested name checks on 
security risks named by McCarthy. Memoranda containing the 
results of those checks were given to the Task Force on 2/8/55. 

On 5/13/55, the Bureau received a letter from Clark asking for 
investigations relative to character, reputation, and loyalty 
of individuals mentioned as security risks. CIA was aware of 
the names as we asked it for identifying data concerning them. 
Clark was later advised that the investigations would entail 
interviews at CIA, review of its programs, inquiries in foreign 
countries, and the like and he withdrew his request. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY (CIA) 



The talk at CIA that the Bureau had furnished 
McCarthy the names of subversives at CIA has not been 
recorded in FBI files nor is there any complaint in the 
matter recorded. Neither is there recorded any complaint 
by CIA to this effect. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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DATE: 3/6/70 

- Liaison 

- Mr. C. Do Brennan 

- Mr. F. B. .Griffith 


Toloon_. 

r<'l.oarh _ 

Walters*_ 

Mohr_ 

Bishop _ 

Casper_ 

Callahan _ 

Conrad _ 

Felt- 

Gale- 

Rosen _ 

Sullivan _ 

Tavel _ 

Soyars _ 

Tele. Room_ 

Holmes _ 

Gandy _ 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
INTERNAL SECURITY LEADS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 



Item number 10 in the material submitted to the 


Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum of 
3/5/70 discussed our furnishing leads to our Legal Attaches 
(Legats) without advising Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 
or requesting the Agency to handle the lead. 


The observations of Special Agent Papich in this 
matter are broad and general in nature. His presentation is 
hinged upon the premise advanced by the Agency that "internal 
security" cannot be separated from "counterintelligence," 
thereby necessitating our advising CIA of requests to our 
Legats to have leads covered in foreign countries. The Manual 
of Instructions, Section 102, page 23, states CIA’s responsibilities 
include collection, collation, evaluation, coordination and 
dissemination of intelligence information. CIA does not have, 
among other things, responsibility for "internal security 
functions." 


In the absence of unusual situations,. we forward 
investigative leads pertaining Jo our cases in countries where 
we have liaison coverage to the particular Legal Attache 
concerned. Through his contacts the Legat arranges for the 
necessary investigation and submits the desired information 
according to our reporting needs. The Legat coordinates 
this activity on a local level.. 

It is more desirable to have our representatives 
request investigation abroad in order to achieve'maximum coverage, 
and to maintain tight control so we can insure that we fulfill 
our responsibilities. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: * 


| 

|llW 55036 

L ^ 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
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Mr. C. D. DeLoacb 
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Mr. DeLoach 
Mr. Sullivan 

3/7/70 

Liaison 
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Sullivan _ 
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SUBJECT: relationships with central intelligence 

_ AGENCY (CIA) ~ / 

\ [bureau OPERATIONS IN CUBAjjQ^o) 


H -4 Q 

eh *- 
O >-* F- 

o ^3 

V3 O 

JT* i 

O *1 *: 


CIA HAS «0 OBJECTION fif 

DECL/.SSIFIMTS8M AND/0R, - - •=- 
pc- ru•- r.i : \p. IHFORiViATiON 


.'h 

{—» ’ > *r 

IiJ b’l o 


m 


Item number eleven in the material submitted to the 
^mrector by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 states that 
Sjpwe operated informants in Cuba during the period we had a 
^/"Cegat Office in Havana and did not coordinate our operations 
} with CIA or advise it we had sources there. It was noted that 
^ after Castro came on the scene, approval was granted to turn 
r certain informants over to CIA. Papich also refers to a 
i memorandum Donahoe to Mr. Belmont, 2/5/60, regarding the 
1 Communist Party of Cuba (CPC) which dealt with the problem * 
v of whether a Havana source[[]used in an intercept operation [m 
'between the Communist Parly of Venezuela and the CPCL&hould be'''' 
turned over to CJA to obtain complete coverage. WeT^af course, 
had no coverage[of Venezuela T^jiureau had not advised other 
> agencies of this’ source sinc^*ws" did not want Castro to uncover 
any operational activities which might embarrass the BureauTj/Vf 
The entire operation was later turned over to CIA. 


iNn- 

^ S VV/ l v 


/■%5 
tn 

—CL5S ° 

O Ci 


CIA began its operations in Havana in 4/47 and ina^ \ 
letter to the Bureau, 4/28/53, [regarding Havana informantsH&Q A)J 
the Legat noted that CIA was no! overly cooperative and that, ' 
in fact, it was not developing pertinent information. At that . A 
time Legat met with the CIA representative ip Havana who _ 
admitted he was not getting any informat ion [concerning the CpCj$£) 
and had no plans for any aggressive action in that field, [For 
this reason it was necessary for us to develop our own coverage 7^ 
We instructed the Legat to ascertain from the Havana CIA 
representative information available to him concerning ma tters & 
of interest to the Bureau; however, he was to continueQhrough 
informant sourcesjgfo x>btain needed information regarding security 
^matters which couxaHnot be supplied by CIA. Subsequently, our 
\relations with CIA improved to the point of being described as 
excellent in 1958. We think our overall position to-be sound. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in ligbl 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
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BUREAU OPERATIONS IN 


/BRAZIl} - 


1959 


Item #12 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated March 5, 1970, discusses 
situation in^fio de Janeiro (RioJJxn 1959 concerning strained 
relations which had developed between former Legal Attache (Legat) 

William G. Friedemann (now retired) and former U.S. Ambassador %'tn% 

Ellis O. BriggSo According to Papich the Ambassador alleged that £ 

Legat had engaged in uncoordinated intelligence activity and that 
CIA was unhappy with Legat’s activities and had told the Ambassador 
that Legat had disseminated information from a source who was either 
a fabricator or a provoeator. -n 

^ -*P) ? ^ a 

Friedemann was assigned as Legat in gtigjon October 25, 1958, 
and was transferred as Assistant Legat in Havana on August 22, 1959, % 

after Bureau concluded that he^lacked sufficient administrative f -a ^ 
experience to function as LegayjjfioTl (£n early 1959 he began to . } 

receive information from Antonio Martinez De Santos, an employee of ~ 
the Political Section, Federal District Police. Martinez furnished 
derogatory information concerning one General Lott of the Brazilian 
Army who was a possible Brazilian presidential candidate in 1960, 
indicating that Lott had questionable contacts with the Czech Embassy 
in Brazi!nj£)This information was disseminated to CIA attributed to 
a source who had not been contacted sufficiently to determine his_ / \ 
reliability. CIA advised Bureau that the information concerning/jbotlTJlV 
caused considerable consternation within CIA which had been unable 
to evaluate reliability of the information. CIA suggested possibility 
that the information had been fabricated or was part of a communist 
deception operation. CIA requested "that we identify our source but 
we declined to do so because source did not want his ^identity disclosed. 

By letter dated October 1, 1959, the new Legat, Rio, 
recommended that Martinez be discontinued as a potential source 
based on his admissions to Legat that he had no sources in Czech 
Embassy and could not provide identities of his sources or additional 
details concerning information he had reported. Legat.concluded that^g^ 

1 - Mr. C.D. BeLoach 
1 - Mr. W.C. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. L.F. Schwartz 
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Memorandum to Mr. D. J. Brennan, Jr. 

RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

BUREAU OPERATIONS IN BRAZIL - 1959 



information Martinez had furnTsfted was of such a nature that it 
could have come from public sources, the political police or 
could have been invented and attributed to his alleged contacts, 
Legat also concluded that Martinez could not have been a 
provocator used by Czechs to pass deceptive information, . 

Contacts with Martinez were discontinued in November, 1959, fej 


In our dissemination of information from Martinez to 
CIA we were careful to state that our contacts with the source 
ywere insufficient to establish his reliability. Although 
(subsequent events established that it was likely that CIA was 
correct in speculating that the information was fabricated, 
there was no indication that the source was a Czech-controlled 
provocator. (S> 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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— 


Sullivan — 


[fj 1 - Liaison 
p 1 - Mr. H. W. Little 





Tele. Room — 



1 - Mr. J, E, Gauzens 


Holmes . 
Gandy _ 


DECMSSmED B yj<? 


O H H<L 






Item number (13) in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
a problem presented by the Phoenix Office in June, 1957 y 
concerning the Bureau’s handling of informants on the ___ 


]Theseinformantswereoperatedinside 


(-11 


The problem was predicated on situations which might arise as 
the result of CIA endeavoring to develop informants who were 
already being handled by the Bureau, 


BACKGROUND: 

The Director initiated B0C0V in 1948 to fill a void 
in the lack of coverage in the 25-mile zone south of the U.S 0 - 
Mexican border on the part of CIA and Immigration and Natural¬ 
ization Service (INS). The program, which at first involved 
3 and subsequently 5 of our border offices including Phoenix, 
was designed to detect and neutralize anti-U,S. activities by 
subversives in that zone. 

_ In June. 1956. I ZE3 * 6 (1,(B) 

\ which.is.in.the ; A 6 <«<b) 

border zone then covered by Phoenix. 


PROBLEM: 

By airtel 6/8/57, Phoenix advised that the CIA 
represe ntative had endeavored to develop 3 Bureau sources I JFK T ct 6 u)(b) 
l and stated that it was discontinuing the^e sources uniess 6 < 1 > < B > 
advised to the contrary by the Bureau, 

SOLUTION: 

This situation was analyzed in Bureau memorandum dated 
6/14/57 wherein it Was recommended that safeguards he established 
to continue operating already established valuable sources even 
though CIA also began using them; however, the information we 

62-80750 CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr, C, D. DeLoach 
LI- : RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


BOPsDEP. COVERAGE (BOCOV). 



received from these sources was to be 
paraphrased in reports in such manner 
as possible the fact that these individuals 
us. The Bii-ector approved these safeguards 
successfully placed into effect by Phoenix, 


broken down and 
as to conceal as far 
were assisting 
which were 


A review of our files since June 14, 1957, fails 
to reveal that this problem has been raised subsequently by 
CIA activity in the Phoenix BOCOV area. In addi tion, the 

I on.7/6/59,. JFK Act 6 (1)(B 

He was not replaced by CIA and the border territory he had 

covere d was subseque ntly handled by CIA on a road trip basis 

out of I I Furthermore, the participation of the JFKAct 6 d)( B 

Phoenix Office in BOCOV was discontinued with the Director’s 

approval by letter dated 12/10/69. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter; 
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IgJFK Act 6 (1) (A) 


CD 


by SA 


Sam 


Item 

Papi 


m 


number 14 in material submitted to D irector 
in his memQj'-ndum 3/5/70 discusses ! 

de nai^f/Tor case on our double agent, 

__| Who was recruited by Soviets while on 

trip to Moscow in 1954. Until discontinued in 1964 
extensive material, cleared by UnitecI States Evaluation Board, 
to the Soviets in United States and Europe 


business 
he delivered 


Mr. Papich’s memorandum states case was 
highlighted since we cannot exclude possibility Central Intelli¬ 
gence Agency (CIA) has^evidence to demonstrate wc were -v 

operational in (Europ e!arid ai d not co-or dinate wita_Q|A.. _ The Ct 4. 
Iact is CIA did know ! ~ r was meeting | * 


II 


& 


and Mr. Papich’s memorandum does not disclose CIA raised any 
objection to date. Vie recognized at the time there could be 
a juris dictional problem,/*]We permitted CIA to interview ^ 

| in (December, 1954J shortly alter fl "l ax 

which time CIA learned from him he had a scheduled espionage 
meeting in (Switzerland in March, 1955^/0n (I2/15/54)f9CIA agreed 
handling jaf T k was solely with in juris diction of Bureau, I j .. 

(O On Q/2/553 CIA was orally i nf ormed l _ Tf v/fruld meet ] 

C Q in Switzerland in Marfch, 1955pthat we desired CIA to take 


lai 

^ ci > 

t2u U 

% ^ s 

'Mo 


tf> 


action which would 
would be furnished 
Boardman, 2/25/55) 
rec ommended we not 
and 1 ~l scheduled 

of security._ This 
thereafter. * ‘ 


no 

interfere"with our operation and that results 
CIA (approved by memorandum Belmont .to 
Memorandum Belmont to Boardman, 6/1 0/57, 
advise CIA of a iater meeting between ! - 

lor (6/16 -1 0 / 5 7Jyi 11 J§y; i t z e r 1 a nS) xn interest 
was approved and this policy jjVas followed 


o 

% 

va 


1 CO 




All information from \ _ ^hvas disseminated to CIA 

and it disclosed our sm;rce w a s meetxng J Tat various 

points in {tiuropeT^Y^ 11 December, 1968, CIA was advised it Could 
in future contact 1^ ^ffi 'or data he acquired in his world-wide 
travels providing It dfcT hot use him in operational capacity; 

^ was instructed not Id disclose to CIA information on his 


as 


* 


00 


1 -(105-25453 
LHMtcgc Cdl/O 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE; RL LATIONSHI PS WITH CIA 


: SECRET ■ 

t ^ relati onship wi th Bureau. It is a fact, how ever, v/e d id 
permit I * J? under our supervision,to meet I 

/•Aprincipals) outside the United States without clearing 
Avith CIA. V/e discontinued him as an informant in 1964. 

Vjs,„V 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. V/e do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. ^ 
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Item Number 15 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses the Director’s 
refusal of a 1958 CIA request for Mr. W. C. Sullivan to lecture 
on communism before a CIA group. Papich stated that CIA accepted 
this as an affront and a blatant refusal to cooperate on a most 
important subject of interest to both agencies. 

The files disclose -that by letter 9/25/58 signed by 
James Angleton, CIA requested Mr. Sullivan to address a selected 
group of CIA personnel on the communist movement in the U. S. 

CIA suggested dates of 12/9,10,or 11/58. The Director by routing 
slip attached to Angleton*s letter commented, "It seems strange 
that CIA should seek this when its top representative in Japan 
considers FBI as a bunch of mere ’flat-feet* and the dangers 
of communism as something conjured up in the minds of the FBI. 

But then again I note request doesn’t come from the Director 
nor even the Deputy Director of CIA." 


Memorandum W. C. Sullivan to A. Belmont dated 10/1/58 
made reference to CIA’s request arfd the Director’s comments. It 
recommended that the best interests of the Bureau would be served 
by giving this lecture, not because of the information which 
could be conveyed to CIA on communism in the U. S., but because 
it would give Sullivan an opportunity to raise a number of 
questions himself of the group concerning CIA’s own activities 
in the field of communism. It was pointed out that it could be 
considered a bit of a challenge to see how much the FBI could 
learn about the operation of CIA during the course of the lecture 
and discussion rather than the converse. • Mr. Tolson recommended 
that the request be declined and the Director concurred commenting 
"We cannot make Sullivan available to this outfit." 


BCR: he, 
( 5 ) -fvc/ 


1-Mr. DeLoach 
1-Mr. Sullivan 
1-Liaison 
1-Mr. Rachner 



CONTINUED OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach iSyrjB t ■ 

RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTMSn*C^RCE AGENCY (CIA) 

CIA REQUEST FOR BUREAU LECTURE ON COMMUNISM IN THE U. S. 

Pursuant to the Director’s decision, a letter was 
directed to CIA under date of 10/7/58 advising that it was not 
possible to grant CIA's request for this lecture because of 
Mr. Sullivan's other commitments. 

Nothing could be located in Bureau files to indicate 
CIA's reaction to this letter. 

ACTION RECOMMENDED ; 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts setforth 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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SUBJECT: 


OfTtONAl fORM MO. tO 
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# 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum. 


Mr. C. D. DeLpach 
Mr. W. C. Sullivan 


RELATIO NSHIPS WITH CIA 
CASE OF 


SECRET 


DATE: 3/6/70 


TolM>n — 
1 • L ''arh . 

Walters_ 

Mohr - 

Bishop — 
CaspeT — 
Culluhan 
Conrad — 

Felt- 

Gale .- 


Rosen - 

Sullivan —_ 

Tavet - 

Soyars - 

Tele. Room . 
Holmes _— 
Gandy - 


VgTFK Act 6 (1) (B 


Item Number 16 in the material submitted to the Director 
by Special Agent (SA) Sam Papic h in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the case of I 1 that CIA might criticize our not 

identifying our source. 


BACKGROUND OF CASE 


He became involved with a Russian girl, and the Committee for 
State Security (KGB) approached him for recruitment, using the 
affair with the girl and compro mising photographs as leverage to 
carry out the approach. I I reported the approach to his 
superiors and was returned to U. S. and ultimately removed from 
CIA. 

PROBLEM WITH CIA We first learned of thi^ case on 7/9/56 

from David Teeple, a consultant to Scott McLeod of State 
Departmentwho furnished the information in confidence and who 
indicat ed I ^Imight have been involved in e spionage. On 
7/16/56 I I ~ 1 CIA, advised 

SA Papich that CIA was considering requesting in writing that 
the Bureau identify our source. On 7/17/56 SA Papich was advised 
i by Director of Security, CIA, that Allen Dulles had instructed 
/ that the request not be made. 

DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA . This problem never officially 
arose in view of the instructions of Mr, Dulles. Bureau files 
contain no indication as to whether or not CIA documented this. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the ;facts set 
forth, that CIA will* make an issue of this matter. 

62-80750 
1 - 65-64084 

1 - 
1 - 
1 - 
1 - 
1 - 
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Sullivan 
Brennan 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


to :Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


from :Mr. W. C. Sullivan- 


SUBJECT-.RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENT RAL INT ELLIGENCE AGENCY 
(THEl ~1 OPERATION) 


1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 

DATE: 3/6/70 

1 - Mr. W. R. Wannall 
1 - Mr. J. R. Wagoner 


SFK Act 6 (1) (A) 


CftSSriEOBYSH 
DECLASSIFY OH: 25) 


if*t.oach _ 

_ 

Mohr- 

Bishop-- 

Casper- 

Callahan - 

Comud-- 

Fell- 

Gale - 

Rosen -— 

Sullivan —— 

Tavel -. 

Soyars - 

Tele. Room . 

Holmes- 

Gandy - 


Item Number 17 in the m^ 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his it 
the possible belief of Central Ini 
the Legal Atta che. /ftac isTynad leal 1 
concerning the I P ease. SA Pai 

might question whether FBI had pui 
vigorously enough. Memorandum is 
which inform ation was fur nished bjj 

inquiries of |_ r and the € 

FBI investigations in this case. 


material submitted to the 
memorandum of 3/5/70 discusses 
ntelligence Agency (CIA) that 
^aked Sensitive information 
■apich noted that perhaps CIA 
■ursued investigation in the case 
s to review circumstances under 
by CIA to FBI, Legal Attache 
i effect of CIA restrictions on 


-_ In February, 1963; CIA made available information from 

/ / II | to the effect that the_ 

Government was planning to engage in clandestine collection of 
scientific and technical information in the United States. CIA 
insisted information not be made available to other government 
agencies and no investigation be conducted which might jeopardize 
its source. CIA then made available extensive information from 

"H &'Analysis of the 

]_j J revealed several discrepancies'which would have 

made interview by FBI of £ "“^ desirable T CIA refused this 

request. We made numerou s requests to obtain c larifying data to 
explain i terns,^mentioned in l l and CIA failed 

to respond^ j CSj) 


made interview by FBI of 1^ ^ desirable u CIA refused this 

request. We made numerou s requests to obtain c larifying data to 
explain items .^mentioned in l l and CIA failed 

to respond^ 1 

ts ) In March, 1963, CIA furnished information conce rning 
H interest in American personnel and installations in 1 jl /li 

This information was made av ailable to Legal Attac he. ^aris^^/On 
4/11/63 CIA advised that it s I j _ _Jr which had not 

heretofore been apprised of |_ ^B fease hacl made inquiry concerning 
the case. Our inquiry of Legal Attache, ^farijTl disclosed that/^ 1 * 

1 - 105-109053 (T 


1 - 105-109053 
LEB: bjpV^f (7) 


OBSERVATIONS 


OVER 
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• Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


</y|JFK Act 6 (1) (A) 

7 £JFK Act 6 (1) (B) 


SECRET 


inquiry of CIA personnel 


tad been made concerning 


ne of the individuals previously identified as an agent 

and also requests had been made for certain biographical data 
^concernin g other in dividuals. Legal Attache noted that CIA 


personnel 
of theT 


l had indicated they were previously aware 
case and were impressed with the extreme sensitivity 


>7 of "kb® We furnished this information to CIA headquarters 

t Y and on 5/7/o3 CIA referred to the incident and stated that it 
was a matter of serious concern to it, requesting that any 
future dissemination outside Bureau or to the Legal Attache 
be coordinated in advance with that Agency. This practice 
was closely followed. The Director observed in January, 1964, 
that he thought the whole thing had been im aginary on th e part 
of CIA which had been played as a sucker bv |_ ft The /g\ 

Director added that no more time should be wasted on it, at 'P/ 

least until CIA restrictions were removed. We continued 
to attempt to get the restrictions removed without success and 
covered outstanding leads. 

In September, 1964, an analysis of the case disclosed 
^ that altho ugh thi rty-eight separate investigations were opened 
£$/ on lg three 1_ 7 agents were uncovered. Original allegations 

($) of i j intent to mount an espionage mission in the United States 

could not be substantiated. This inform ation, coupled with the 
fact that CIA refused to makej 7 available to us for Csj 

the purpose of resolving discrepancies, prompted a decision 
transmitted by us to CIA on &/3 t 0/64 that we were closing our 
investigation in this case.7 ^ 

Mr. Papich commented in his memorandum of 3/5/70 
CIA never has been satisfied with the efforts made by the 
Bureau in this case. Our review indicates our efforts in the 
matter were as full and complete as possible under circumstances 
where CIA refused to grant us access to the source, did not 
respond to request for clarifying data and declined to remove 
restrictions making it impossible to take necessary investigative 
steps. Should any question be raised in the future, we are in 

a position to document our difficulties experienced with CIA. 

* * . 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 


forth, that CIA will make an issue of thisvmatter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Memorandum 



to . Mr. C. D* DeLoach 
from : W, C* Sullivan 



DATE: 3/6/70 


To 1 non- 

D.*Loach — 

Walters_ 

Mohr _ 

Bishop - 

Casper _ 

Callahan — 

Conrad _ 

Felt- 

Gale - 

Rosen -- 

Sullivan _. 

Tavel _ 

Soyars - 

Tele. Room 

Holmes -- 

Gandy __ 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

LEAKS TO THE ’’NATIONAL REVIEW’’ - 1959 


BACKGROUND 5 

Item number 18 in the material 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
cites a Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) inves tigation of 
leaks to the ’’National Review” which identified I I JFK Act 6 

1 former CIA employee, as the leak and referred to JFK Act 6 (u < e > 
former Assistant to the Director Lou Nichols as among his 
contacts* 


on 


submitted to the 



PROBLEM: 


Papich implies that CIA may have further information 
regarding Nichols* involvement* 

analysis: 


This situation was set forth in memorandum R* R. 

Roach to A. H. Belmont, 4/21/59* We do not know if CIA has 
additio nal info rmation as to thp suggested relationship 
between I l and Nichols, We do know that they have not JFK Act 6 < E > 

made an issue of this matter to date* 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 


forth, that CIA will make an 

HHW:kml/mst 

( 6 ) -■ * 

1 - Mr* DeLoach 
1 - Mr* W. C* Sullivan 
1 - Mr* A* W* Gray i 

1 - Liaison £ 

1 - Mr* H* H* Wallace 
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L * 



ro Mr. C.D. DeLoach 

FROM : w.c. Sullivan 



f 

V.oli-1. _ 

Mohi- 

1 - Mr. C.D. DeLoach - 

1 - Mr. W.C. Sullivan CjlSob r» - - 

Conrad- 

Felt_ 

date: March 6, 1970 Gale _ 

Rosen - 

1 - Mr. D.J. Brennan Sulli ™ n - 

Tavel _ 

1 - Mr. W.R. Wannall Soyars - 

1 - Mr. E.R. Harrell l±* oom - 

1 - Mr. R.A. Mullins Gandy _ 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA - TRAVEL OF 

BUREAU INFORMANTS TO CUBA 


Item Number 19 in the material- submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the possible travel of one of our Mexican border informants 
to Cuba and whether our not advising CIA of this made us 
potentially vulnerable to charges we were operating outside 
the U.S. without coordinating with CIA. 

BACKGROUND : 

This involved our plans to send a Border Coverage 
Program (BOCOV) informant to a guerrilla training camp in 
Cuba. The trip never materialized. 

In October, 1965, we were vitally interested in 
determining the location and extent of Cuban guerrilla training 
sites being used to prepare Latin American subversives to carry 
out revolutions in their home countries. EP 572-S, a Mexican 
national residing in Juarez, Mexico, which is within the area 
covered by the BOCOV Program, had infiltrated Cuban and Chinese 
intelligence operations in Mexico City and had made himself 
attractive to Mexican communist leaders who were planning to 
pay expenses of sending guerrilla trainees to Cuba. 

CIA CONSIDERATIONS :, • . 

EP 572-S was an integral part of our top secret 
BOCOV Program which is handled on a need-to-know basis. We 
had previously obtained material from CIA showing its primary 
targets inside Cuba which allowed us to fully fcrief the informant 
as to overall U.S. Government objectives and a’procedure was 
established for use in disseminating .data to CIA if the trip 
materialized which would fully protect our informant and not 
jeopardize the BOCpV operation. 

OUTCOME : 

During period informant was striving to arrange the 
trip to Cuba his wife became mentally ill, extremely emotional 
and temporarily deserted the informant. This strained family 
relationship caused us to order El Paso to have informant cancel 
efforts to make the trip to Cuba and thus no trip was ever made. 

RAM:dr1 (7) 

/&£'CxL 

HW 55036 Dodd: 32989616 Page 296 


CONTINUED - OVER 











Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA - TRAVEL OF 
BUREAU INFORMANTS TO CUBA 



ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS : 

After EP 572-i-S had moved to Guadalajara, Mexico, 
which is outside our BOCOV area, in November, 1966, we 
advised CIA of his past cooperation with us and interposed 
no objection to his use by CIA in areas outside our 
jurisdiction. On 11/22/66 CIA stated it would consult us 
should it initiate contacts with the informant. There is 
no indication that CIA did use the informant and on 6/24/68 
we discontinued EP 572-S as he was of no further value to us. 
The trip never materialized. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not. believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIP WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
DISSEMINATION OF CIA INFORMATION 
IN A BUREAU MONOGRAPH 



srfgsfc- 




Item 20 submitted to the Director by Sam Papich in his 
memorandum 3/5/70 mentions the dissemination of a Bureau monograph 
dated 5/5/65 and entitled "Communism in the Dominican Republic." 
Special Agent (SA) Papich stated that due to the urgency of the 
document Bureau did not obtain CIA clearance to include CIA 
information in the monograph which was disseminated to interested 
agencies, including CIA. According to SA Papich, CIA never 
made any protest although it considered our action a violation 
of the "third agency rule." 

Although the monograph referred to by SA Papich did 
contain CIA data, it also set forth highly significant data 
obtained by Bureau through our own informants. The CIA data 
was biographical in nature and was used in the monograph to 
characterize the past, including communist contacts, of key 
figures in the Dominican Republic. It was taken from the 1963 
CIA Biographical Handbook and CIA telegrams dating back to 1961, 
all of which were previously disseminated to the U. S. intelligence 
community by CIA. No^attempt was made in the monograph to 
characterize CIA data as Bureau information and, in fact, this 
information was attributed to "another Government agency," in- 
accordance with established procedures. 

The so-called "third agency rule" provides that 
classified information originating in a department or agency 
will not be disseminated outside the receiving agency without 
the permission of the originating agency. However, an exception 
to this rule provides that the receiving agency may- disseminate 
such data to other members of the U. S. Intelligence Board (USIB), 
of which Bureau is a' member, unless the originating agency 
uses appropriate control markings limiting its data to the 
use of the receiving agency only. The CIA data used in the 
Bureau monograph had no such control markings and our monograph 
was disseminated to the President, the Attorney General and 
USIB members only. 

EJOjekn^V^ 

(7) 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIP WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 



The Bureau’s monograph was a compendium of our own 
data, CIA data, and that received from other members of the 
intelligence community. It was prepared under emergency 
conditions for the President and had a significant bearing 
on the understanding and handling by the intelligence community 
of a serious crisis which confronted this country. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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Item Number 21 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses . 
Bureau operation of informants in ^uatemataj^and comments on (3J 
our potential vulnerability for not having informed CIA at 
the inception of the operation of these informants. 

SA Papich has cited two situations. The first 
concerns Roberto Francisco Castaneda Felice, an attorney 
residing in Guatemala Cityffi/Our Legat, Mexico, in the Fall 
of 1966, identified Castaneda as a potential source of intelligence 
information of importance to U.S. security; conducted 
appropriate background inquiry regarding him and determined 
his excellent potential and willingness to furnish intelligence 
information to U.S. Government. By memorandum 11/23/66 it was 
approved that we contact CIA headquarters through liaison 
channels to inform CIA that we planned to maintain contact with 
Castaneda; that CIA would be furnished the information obtained 
and that we would service CIA requests provided they c ould b e 
handled with complete security . SA Papic h so informed ~ 1 

l l l CIA on 11/25/66. ~~| stated he saw no reason ^ 

why FBI could not proceed as we des ired and that CIA headquar ters 
would so inform its representatives I 1 | (_ <S 

instructing them to give FBI all necessary support in/this / 
operation. Since that date we have operated Castaneda as a 
valuable and productive unpaid confidential source. Since this 
matter was coordinated with CIA at the outsetthere appears to 
be no problem. t 

The second situation cited by SA Papich concerned 
Legat, Mexico, informant MEX-65. This individual'has cooperated v 
with the Bureau for_some 25 years. As a /tu atemalaCn7police CSy 

official in 1945-47, he Avas most helpful to our representative ^ 
assigned in £5uatemarle had no contact with him- thereafter 
until JL954 when he appeared in Mexico City as a political refugee 
from/GuatemalaTy^or 11 years thereafter, MEX-65 was operated 
by our Legat, Mexico, in Mexico. 


AHSrdrl (7) 

£b<L ■ 


CONTINUED - OVER 


JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA - BUREAU INFORMANTS 

in{6uatemalaj 




< s ) 


.«> 


(s) 


l>) 


(5)1 


In April, 1965, MEX-65 returned to fi&Jatemafa/and 
by memorandum 6/7/65 it was approved that contacts with him 
be continued in ^uatem alaT) by our Central American road trip 
Agent. He proved to be" - an extremely valuable informant on 
criminal matters as well as those of interest to U.S. security 
in ^uatemalaTj 

Upop MEX-65's designation as a highly placed police 
official in Gu atemala])in 1967, we promptly advised CIA 
headquarters througfiTliaison channels of informant's identity. 
We advised CIA that we had utilized MEX-65 for handling 
criminal leads and that he periodically volunteered information 
concerning political developments in (jauatemal STf ^ftt that time, 
10/6/67, it was agreed that Bureau would continue control of 
informant and that after each contact with informant hv nnr 
road trip Agent, the latter would co nfer with( 


"I (who was present at CIA 


headquarters at the meeting) concerning political information 
furnished by the informant. We were assured of complete CIA 
cooperation in this matte r.^ On the occasion of^ pur road trip 
Agent's next contact with | jp nowever, { 


(s) 


bitterly accused our Agent of^ having lied to him and of having 
operated a source in(GuatemalaPwithout CIA’s knowledge. He 
stated that responsibility for the development of security 


It is noted 


that 


informat ion outside the U. S. is solely CIA's. 
r ^j JV has been a difficult person with whom to deal and has been 

^inclined to "pop off." Matter has been closely followed by Legat, 
Mexico, and the re have been no further indications of difficulty 
with him.($)|ClA, I JI has ^afforded us complete cooperation 

in our handling of MEX-65 as we were assured it would in the 
10/6/67 meeting. Accordingly, no issue was made of this matter 
with CIA. 

MEX-65 continues as a very valuable paid informant 
-of our Legat, Mexico. CIA has made favorable comments regarding 
l the excellent quality of the information obtained by MEX-65. 
i This arrangement has worked smoothly for two and one-half years 
and there appears to be little likelihood of CIA raising an issue 
regarding this matter. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the fact set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 

s 1/ U -*..***• ‘ 

V'-O. 


i 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

to :Mr. C. D. DeLoach 

from : W. C. Sullivan 

SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
ITEM (22) SOLO 
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Mohr_ 
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Casper _ 

1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach Collohcm . 

Conmd_ 

, , Felt- 

DATE: 3/6/70 G°'°- 

Rouen _ 


- Mr. W. C. Sullivan!- 61 - 

Soyars _ 

- Mr. C. Do Brennan Tele. Room 

- Mr. R 0 Strain S s — 


KSCMSSmED b ySW', 


Item (22), SOLO, in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
mentions that the Bureau could be vulnerable and charged with 
failure to identify the source and coordinate with them on 
this matter if they were to become cognizant of the high-level 
foreign ramifications of this operation. 


SOLO is the code .word used to refer to the liaison 
operation performed by our informants between the Communist 
Party, USA, (CPUSA), and other communist parties of the world. 


This operation basically is performed to gain 
high-level intelligence concerning the Soviet Union's 
financial support, domination and control of the CPUSA. 
Attendant to this objective, our informants have met with and 
discussed mutual problems with leaders of the various inter¬ 
national departments within the Soviet Government. They have 
also held discussions with CP leaders from other nations. 


All information received as a result of this operation 
which has foreign ramiffications has been promptly disseminated 
to CIA at the highest level. 

It has not been considered desirable to identify our 
sources in this case in view of. the sensitivity of the case 
and the physical danger to the informants. 

1 

Considerable security precautions have been carefully 
built into the SOLO operation both in the field and at the 
Seat of Government to insure the fullest protection-to its 
security and to the safety of the informants involved.. Exposure 
of the identity of these sources might jeopardize the entire 
operation. 



CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoac 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
ITEM (22) SOLO 


While former Bureau Agents have gone to work for CIA, 
there is no information available indicating they have com¬ 
promised this operation. Of course, they could have done this 
unknown to us. 

The prompt dissemination, to CIA, of information 
developed through SOLO, which is of interest to that a.gency, 
(completely fulfills this Bureau’s responsibility without 
needless jeopardy. The mechanics of the operation itself 
are of no essential significance to CIA. 
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1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Mr. W. R. Wannall 

date: March 6, 1970 

1 - Mr. R. D. Cotter 
1 - Liaison 


Tohton _ 

Pol.ourh ... 

Waiters_ 

Mohr_ 

Bishop _ 

Casper _ 

Callahan — 

Conrad_ 

Foil_ 

Galo_ 

Rosen - 

Sullivan — 

Tavel - 

Soyars - 

Tele. Room 
Holmes- 


Item #23 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses a letter 
dated November 15, 1967, from CIA which requested that the Bureau 
check telephone toll calls from the home of one Ro bert Kenneth Brown 
who was allegedly harassing CIA 1 1 Brown was 

supposedly seeking information concerning CIA’s covert operations. 

SA Papich states that we told CIA that we would not check the toll 
calls on the basis that the information received was not sufficient 
to justify investigation within the Bureau's jurisdiction. SA Papich 
also states that "CIA accepted our response but there is no doubt 
that the Agency characterized our position as a concrete example of 
refusal to help a sister agency with a problem relating to the 
security of U.S. intelligence operations." 


subject: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
HARASSMENT OF CIA 


'JFK Act 6 (1) (B) 


hECLA’SSIPUD gy < 

™~±iu^or 


Gandy . 




A review of Bureau files disclosed that a memorandum, 

D. J. Brennan, Jr., to Mr. W. C. Sullivan, dated November 17, 1967, 
was prepared. This memorandum encompassed the above facts and 
recommended that CIA Liaison Agent advise CIA that we would not 
check the toll calls as requested. This memorandum and recommendation 
was prepared by SA Papich. The Director noted "OK H." 

j 

In addition to the above, on December 9, 1967, Brown 
contacted our Miami Office and stated that he was writing a book 
about CIA and offered to make the material available to the Miami 
Office. Our Miami Office was advised that this information was of 
’ interest to CIA headquarters and instructions were furnished that 
_if Brown did furnish Miami with the information, v it would be given 
to CIA. Brown.did not follow through with his offer. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 


JAM:bcw/bad v(i») 
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CURRENT INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS 
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Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
Mr. R. D. Cotter 

DATE: 3/6/70 

Liaison 

Mr. R. S. Garner 

Mr. J. E. Keating (CINAL- 

Administrative File) 
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r*'*L.o i *h -- 

Walters_—— 

Mohr_. 

Bui'nop- 

Camper- 

Callahan —. — 

Conrad- 

Felt_ 

Gale--— 

Rosen -- 

Sullivan ...- 

Tavel- 

Soyars -- 

Tele. Room- 

Holmes-— 

Gandy - 


eUM_ 


Item number 24 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated 3/5/70 
discusses the restriction of dissemination of the Current 
Intelligence Analysis (CINAL) to Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA). Prior to 10/67, some of the Government agencies on 
the distribution list for CINAL received multiple copies. 

The Director of CIA was then receiving 19 copies of CINAL 
as a result of requests from CIA on 3/30/62 and 10/23/62 for 
additional copies to expedite reading by key CIA officials 
and to facilitate rapid utilization of the information 
within CIA. 


The Director made a notation on the 10/4/67 CINAL: 
"Please look over list of distribution. I have marked with 
a dot those I question as to why they should recieve copies 
and I do not think more than 1 copy should be sent anyone. 

Let me have your views. H." By memorandum R. W. Smith to 
W. C. Sullivan 10/6/67, it was stated that although security 
of the classified document CINA^ had been maintained, if the 
Director so desired, we would tell recipients that they would 
recieve only one copy each in the future. Mr. Tolson noted 
on this memorandum, "Yes. T 10/9." Mr. Tolson also noted, 
"We could never run down a leak." The Director noted, "Send 
only 1 copy & if any inquiry, then indicate we have had to 
cut costs. H." 

f 

I Since 10/67 the Director’s instructions have been 

followed and only one copy of CINAL has been furnished to 
those, including CIA, on the CINAL distribution list. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: * 
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1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 

1 - Mr. J. M. Fitzgerald 
date: March 7, 1970 


FROM : 


: W. C. Sullivan 


To) ron _ 

l *'Loach _ 

Walters_ 

Mohr _ 

Bishop _ 

Casper _ 

Callahan _ 

Conrad _ 

Pelt- 

Gale_ 

Rosen _ 

Sullivan _ 

Tavel _ 

Soyars _ 

Tele. Room . 
Holmes _ 


subifpt- ' \-\Y-&l 

subject. RELATIO nSHIPS WITH CIA * CCUi 

ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAISON , 'Jn/nM ocVl / "T 

WITHODUTCH INTERNAL SECURITY DECL 

SERVICE (BVdT3-^1960 

Item number 25 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of 3/5/70, discusses a trip to 
^5/£^°Hand}by Legal Attache (Legat), Bonn,jfvin 1960 to explore arrange¬ 
ments for liaison with appropriate jfjP utcni authorities. It is given . 
as an instance CIA could cite as an FBI failure to coordinate with 
f~ them in line^with National Security Council Directives. The U.S. 

§ Ambassador to Sjolland/ reportedly raised questions, indicating FBI 
! g{ should (first reach agreement with CIA^ which he said had previously 
< gj handled all relations with Dutch authoritiesT^OPapich says CIA 
l « Director, Allen Dulles, later expressed disappointment■that we 

> did not contact CIA beforehand but that an agreement satisfactory 

s S3 |§. to all concerned was eventually worked out. Papich also says that 
Ij-lio .in latg 1959 we gave consideration to establishing a Legat in 

l r 5 ^^nmark^'but did not inform CIA of our intentions. 


£} ft 0 - 

IM M KX 
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O W & 

O CO "Oil 
~ CO Ut 


c- O r 
O »•-* M 
tVl Vj 

S m 

~ .w as 
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v. In contemplation of the stationing of a Legat in Denmark, 

Bulet of 12/7/59 instructed Legat, London, to broaden liaison 
contacts in Scandinavian countries and told Legat, Bonn, to make 
exploratory contacts with appropriate authorities in /Hollanjp6s) 
for the same purpose/ Since we had told State by letter of 3/10/55 
that we wouldltandle requests for investigations and name checks 
for the (Dutchjfmly when received through formal State channels, 
we advised State of our intention to make exploratory contacts with 
t$)the Jgutch^regarding regular liaison arrangements, and State , 
approved. State sent a letter to the U. S. Embassy in (SoHantT] C*J 
on 12/17/59, advising of the Bureau’s intention/ but it apparently 
did not get to the Ambassador prior to Legat’s tr^p to/JlollandT} ^0 

On 1/4/60 Legat, Bonn, called the{BVDjfrom Germany and . v 

arr*ftnjTed +.r» call on ,+h#»m on 1/7/fin The IftlrnTrormr+oiJ the onll +o C.SJ 


arrange d to call on .them on 1/7/60 . The ^VD^reported the call to 
C$) the (CIA I / who told U. S. Ambassador 

Philip Young.On 1/7/60 the Director received a letter of 1/5/60 
from. Young in which he said he was disturbed about the manner 
in which he had learned of the Legat’s proposed visit. While 
offering to assist the Bureau, young spoke of the long s tanding 

suggested the Director and Al len D ulles discuss the matter if 
permanent Bureau liaison with | | }was planned. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAISON 
WITH JSUTCH INTERNAL SECURITY 
SERVICE (BVD)) - 1960 


/JFK Act 6 (1) (B) 


/x On 1/7/60, 

'-vjciA Chief of Mission! 


On 1/7/60, Legat met with Ambassad or Young and the 
" ZJ He explained 

alz 


that he was to explore the possibility of direct contact with 
(s)(BVIpconcerning exchange of information bearing on U.S. internal 
security matters. He said he would not be operational and that 
the contemplated liaison could not reasonably cause interference 
with the existing CIA arrangement.(AWhile the Embassy officials 
expressed misgivings that the ^DutcEy might be confused, no request 
was made to refrain from contacting 0VD7)^)The CIA representative 
said he had requested his headquarters for comment on learning 
of the proposed visit of Legat but had not received a reply. 

Legat later briefed both Enbassy officials on the results of 
(S\ his visit to£BVD7)who were friendly but deferred a final 

commitment, referring to the existing "American arrangement." 


By letter of 1/13/60 the Director thanked Ambassador 
Young for his offer to assist, and ft -said Bureau interests in 
Scandinavian countries and {HollanSy-were under discussion with 
Allen Dulles. Young was also assured our proposed contacts with 
C$) the (l)utcff} were purely liaison in nature; that while we would 
keep CIA advised of items of interest to it in connection with 
its responsibilities abroad, it was not believed necessary to 
go beyond the U.S. Intelligence Board Directive of 12/8/59 in 
coordinating with CIA matters taken up with (the Dutcff^^)That 
Directive says CIA shall be responsible for coordination of all 
U.S. liaison which concerns clandestine intelligence activities 
or which involve foreign clandestine services. Paragraph 10, 
however, says the Directive does not apply to any liaison 
relationship concerned with U.S. internal security functions, 
or with criminal or disciplinary matters which are not directly 
related to foreign espionage or clandestine counterintelligence. 


On 1/13/60 Papich explained to Allen Dulles and Richard 
Helms the reasons for our contacts in Scandinavian countries and 
($^(fiolland] exploring possible establishment of a Legat in Denmark. 

“When Papich challenged them to cite any Bureau failure to comply 
with the Directive for coordination of U.S, lisison activities 
abroad. Helms immediately stated there were no such instances. 

In answer to specific invitation by Papich to air any complaints 
or problems, Dulles stated that neither he nor his representatives 
had any complaints; that he was personally unhappy about not 
being contacted in the beginning; but that he and CIA would give 
all possible assistance. (Dulles did assist by writing a,personal 
letter to Ambassador Young which resulted in a joint FBI-jBVDfcCIA 
meeting on 4/8/60, at which direct FBI*^BVD)liaison was agretniPup* 

Cs> 


'upon) 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAISON 
WITH {DUTCH INTERNAL SECURITY 
SERVICE (BVD^- 1960 

<*■> SECRET 

On memorandum Frohbose to Belmont of 1/14/60, 
concerning the 1/13/60 meeting of Papich, Dulles and Helms, 
Director noted : ”1. Well handled by Papich. 2. All of 

the turmoil developing in this situation could have been 
avoided if we had properly contacted Dulles and also 
followed through with State. H.” 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 



t 
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BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE INFORMATION 
! TO FOREIGN SERVICE - 1962 


DATE: 3-6-70 



I * 1.ouch - 

/.alters -_ 

Mohr- 

Bishop - 

Cta.'pcr- 

Callahan - 

Comad -- 

Colt -- 

Gale - 

Rosen - 

Sullivan - 

Tavcl - 

Soyars --- 

Tele. Room- 

Holmes - 

Gandy -- - 


Item No. 26 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3-5-70 states that CIA by 
letter 11-7-62 raised questions concerning the propriety of our 
dissemination of information through our Legal Attache to the 
(S) {Greek^Intelligence Service. This concerned certain Committee 
for State Security (KGB) technical equipment which was obtained 
from our sensitive Soviet defector in place, Bureau code name 
Fedora. CIA letter 11-7-62 stated that a representative of 
^pj^ireek}Intelligence Service informed CIA it received afore- 
/ mentioned information from our Legal Attache.■ CIA claimed 
such dissemination abroad should have been coordinated'with 
CIA because of Director of Central Intelligence Directive (DCID) 

5/2 which indicates that CIA shall be responsible for all U.S. 
liaison concerning clandestine intelligence activities abroad or 
involving foreign clandestine services. CIA claimed that pursuant 
above we were obligated to coordinate with CIA prior to dissemination 

Memorandum Branigan to Sullivan 11-9-62 under Fedora 
caption reviewed this situation and indicates that on 7-13 and 
8-1-62 Fedora provided information concerning several types of 
technical paraphernalia used by KGB. Dissemination of above was 
made to State Department, CIA and military intelligence agencies 
by letter on 7-24 and 8-16-62. Information was also furnished to 
Legal Attaches, London, Bern, Bonn, Paris, Rome and Madrid, with 
instructions to disseminate only to contacts in foreign intelli¬ 
gence agencies known to be reliable and cooperative and with 

62-80750 
1 - 105-104811 
1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W, C. Sullivan 
1 - Mr. D. J. Brennan 
1 - Mr. W, A. Branigan 
1 - Mr. J. F. Mabey 


JFM:plm CONTINUED - OVER 

(7) V 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D 0 DeLoach 



the instructions that it be given limited distribution and 
handled in a manner so it would not be apparent it emanated 
from the Bureau or a source within the U.S. Above memorandum 
points out that DCID 5/2 has been controversial since its 
inception (12-8-59) and the subject of differences of inter- 
pretation. We recognized CIA's coordination responsibilities 
but, in this instance, were of the opinion there was no operational 
angle and’ no necessity for coordinating dissemination of above 
since we had previously given the information to CIA 0 This 
memorandum recommended approval of a letter to CIA answering 
CIA’s inquiry according to above. Director indicated "O.K." 
and "It looks like CIA is throwing its weight around." On 
11-13-62 we directed a letter to CIA accordingly. As indicated 
in memorandum of SA Papich, CIA "surrendered" and did not 
further contest this issue. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 








l 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
"THE INVISIBLE GOVERNMENT,” A BOOK AUTHORED BY 
DAVID WISE AND THOMAS ROSS 


Item 27 of the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 indicates that Wise and 
Ross had visited the Bureau in 1963 to gather material for a 
book regarding U, S, intelligence agencies. It was suggested 
that CIA be advised of this, and the Director noted, "I see no 
reason for doing so," 

Mr, Jones' memorandum to Mr, DeLoach, 8/28/63, reports 
this visit and notes that Wise had asked for data concerning 
the Bureau's internal security procedures and had asked concerning 
other FBI operations, making no reference to CIA, with one 
exception. He did inquire as to whether there was friction between 
the two agencies and was told that we cooperated closely and 
'maintained daily liaison with CIA, It was on this memorandum 
that the Director said he saw no reason for informing CIA con¬ 
cerning the visit of Wise and Ross, 

We later learned that their book,"The Invisible 
Government,” was furnished in the form of advance proofs to 
CIA prior to its publication, $e also received such proofs 
from CIA through Liaison, 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None, We do not beli’eve, in light of the facts set 
forth, that- CIA will make an issue of this matte^. 

1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach j\ ^ 

1 - Mr. T, E. Bishop y ' \\ 

1 - Mr, W, C. Sullivan / / 

1 - Liaison ' v K //V 

1 - Mr. Rose ^ \KjX ^l) 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

•'Memorandum 

TO : Mr. C. D. DeLoach \ 

FROM : w. C. Sullivan 

SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

COMMUNIST ACTIVITIES - AFRICA 




1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 
date: March 6, 1970 

1 - Mr. C.D. Brennan 
1 - Mr. Rozaraus 
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Item number 28 in memorandum of 3/5/70 from SA Sam 
Papich to the Director, captioned "Cases and/or Situations 
Involving Conflict With CIA," states that in April, 1960, 

CIA inquired if the Bureau would give any consideration to 
assisting that agency toward developing coverage in Africa by 
providing a Negro informant or placing a Negro in the Communist 
Party, USA for the purpose of eventually using him in Africa. 

His memorandum added that we told that agency the FBI had no 
informants available because they were necessary for our own 
operations. He claims we took the position since we saw no 
benefit to be gained by loaning an informant on a short or 
long term basis. He states that CIA could argue that as early 
as 1960 it had foresight to recognize the need for additional 
coverage and when it appealed to the Bureau for assistance, 
we did not cooperate. He refers to his memorandum dated 4/7/60 
concerning this matter captioned "Communist Activities in Africa." 

The memorandum referred to discloses that on 4/5/60 
Herman Horton, Deputy Chief, Counterintelligence, CIA, stated 
that communist organizations were rapidly increasing in strength 
on the continent of Africa and "'that his agency found it most 
difficult to establish effective penetration. Horton noted that 
in this connection it was almost impossible for a white man to 
move about Africa and establish a relationship which would enable 
him to develop worthwhile sources. He asked if the Bureau would 
consider furnishing one of its" Negro informants or developing an 
informant in the Communist Party, USA for eventual use by CIA in 
Africa. Papich told Horton that if the Bureau had a good Negro 
informant, we certainly were not interested in having his future 
jeopardized nor did we want to lose hi's production. Papich 
added that it undoubtedly would be most difficult to take a Bureau 
informant, have him'travel to Africa under some cover and still 
be able to satisfactorily explain such activities to his communist 
colleagues without becoming a target of suspicion. ‘Horton said 
he recognized all this but asked if the Bureau would give 
consideration. 
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'’Memorandum to Mr. C, D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


Addendum to Papich’s memorandum dated 4/8/60 by 
the Internal Security Section pointed out that all of our 
informants were necessary for our own operations, particularly 
in the communist field, and it recommended and was approved 
that CIA be orally informed that it is not possible to provide 
an informant on a loan basis to be used in Africa. 


Regrettably, the Bureau was not in a position to 
assist CIA. CIA’s problem was an administrative one within 
that Agency, 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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Item #29 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in memorandum of 3/5/70, states that by Bureau 
letter dated 10/23/64 we provided the White House information 
received by our Legat from U.S. Ambassador to Luxembourg wherein 
the latter was critical of intelligence operations, particularly 
the overstaffing of personnel. SA Papich comments that we do 
not know if CIA became knowledgeable regarding this letter but 
could construe same as relating to its operations. 


Our Legat, Paris, in a letter to the Director dated 
10/19/64, set forth the results of a conversation with Ambassador 
William R. Rivkin at Luxembourg. The latter, was assigned by the 
State Department to conduct a survey of the U.S. intelligence 
operations in six European countries, assisted by representatives 
of Defense, State Department, and Bureau of the Budget. Rivkin 
remarked that the results of the survey were appalling, there 
being 23,000 military personnel in the six countries engaged in 
intelligence operations and numerous CIA personnel. He described 
the lack of coordination between the military and CIA as 
"scandalouso" He stated the Offices of the Military Attaches 
were grossly overstaffed and he was recommending drastic cuts 
and that duplicate administrative services be combined with those 
of the embassies. He made no mention of specific intelligence 
operations nor did he elaborate on the lack of coordination. 
Rivkin commented that on his return to the U.S., he intended to 
see the President personally to bring this matter forcefully to 
his attention. ) 

Rivkin T s comments were incorporated in a letter to 
William D. Moyers, Special Assistant to the President, dated 
10/23/64, in accordance with the Director’s noted instructions. 
Our files disclose no indication that CIA cognizant of Bureau 
letter. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : None. We do not believe, in light of the 


facts set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter, 
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Item number 30 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, 
discusses a dispute we had with CIA in May, 1963, as a result 
of a communication the Bureau sent to the President’s Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB). It was pointed out that 
in our communication to PFIAB we attributed certain information 
to McCone, then Director of CIA, concerning the matter of 
increasing wire taps on diplomatic establishments. McCone 
charged that the information attributed to him was not so 
because he had never made any such statement and he could 
prove it. The fact was that the information relating to 
McCone had been given us by one of his subordinates who had 
indicated the information originated with McCone. McCone 
maintained that we should have checked with him before going 
on record that any information had originated with him. 


A review of the file in this matter discloses that 
in April, 1963, Mr. Belmont along with Papich had discussed 
with Richard Helms apd James A^gleton of CIA McCone’s alleged 
position with the PFIAB; that he was in favor of across the 
board telephone taps on diplomatic establishments. The 
Bureau, of course, was opposed to this and advised Helms that 
we would request to make our position known before the board. 
At the conclusion of the meeting in April, 1963, Helms 
specifically asked what he should tell McCone apd Mr. Belmont 
told him he should tell McCone exactly what had-occurred at 
the meeting; that the Bureau was opposed to across the board 
wire taps and the Bureau intended to So advise PFIAB. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:' 


None. We do not believe, in light of the" facts set 
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subject RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ALLEGED PENETRATIONS OF CIA 

Item number 31,''alleged penetration of CIA," in the 
* material submitted to the Director by SA Sam Papich in his 
memorandum of 3/5/70 discusses allegations made by 
Anatoliy Mikhailovich Golitzyn regarding recruitment of four 
CIA employees by the Soviet Committee for State Security (KGB), 
that CIA requested full investigation which we declined. 

BACKGROUND OF CASE Golitzyn, an intelligence officer of the 
KGB who defected to CIA in 1961, alleged that the KGB had 
penetrated CIA through an individual having the code name "Sasha." 
In an effort to identify this penetration CIA provided Golitzyn 
with information regarding many individuals who had worked for 
CIA in Germany. 

Golitzyn identified two individuals at various times 
as "Sasha" and in each instance investigation "washed out" the 
identification. Golitzyn finally ide ntified "Sasha" as one 
1 1 During the course of 

extensive document reviews Golitzyn became acquainted with 
backgrou nd of v arious individuals who had woi’ked in Germany at 
the time I I did. Golitzyn identified four present employees 


of CIA with unknown subjects who had 
he was active in the KGB. 


come to his attention while 


PROB LE M WITH CIA CIA wanted the Bureau to undertake full- 

scale investigation of its four-employees based solely on 
Golitzyn’s allegations. 


DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA By letter of February 26, 1965, CIA 
was informed there appeared to be no basis at that time for a 
full-scale investigation of these men by the FBI on'the basis of 
allegations by Golitsyn. With regard to any investigation in the 
United States concerning two of the men, a conclu sion would b e 
made following completion of the investigation of I I 

and interviews of I l and hi s Wife. Based upon the investigation 

of I l and the interviews of | ~~| and his wife, CIA was 

informed by letter of July 20, 1965, that nothing had been developed 

62-S0750 

JFK Act 6 (1)(B) 

1 - 105-105608 (Golitzyn) 
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,JFK Act 6 (1) (B) 


which supported Golitzytr s speculation that I_I was 

instrumental in the recruitment by the Soviets of either 
| [ and nothing was developed 

which would s upport Golitzyn's allegations aga inst the other 
two suspects, I I Furthermore, 

CIA had fu rnished no documentary material regarding I I 

I which would in any way support Golitzyn, The 
Bureau added "Ac cordingly, this Bureau is conducting no 
investigation of 1 I We 

will interpose no objection, since they are all employees 
of your agency, if you wish to pursue Anatoliy Golitzyn's 
allegations concerning them, including interviews of the 
individuals concerned. 


, "This Bureau would, of course, be interested in 

[receiving the results of any investigation which would tend 
I, to confirm Golitzyn's conclusions that one or more of these 
employees of your agency had actually been recruited by the 
Soviets." 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. _ p 

#v 
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RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

VICE PRESIDENT NIXON'S TRIP TO 
SOUTH AMERICA « 1958 



Item number 32 in material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam J. Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
mentions Bureau letter 5/16/58 sent to the then Vice 
President Nixon and containing a summary of CIA informa¬ 
tion concerning events in Latin America relating to 
Mr. Nixon's trip there during 5/58. 

According to SA Papich, most of the information 
in above letter came from CIA. He commented that this 
letter could be interpreted as raising question concerning 
quality of CIA's coverage in Latin America. Papich noted 
it is not known if CIA ever became aware of the letter. 
Papich stated that General Robert Cushman, currently Deputy 
Director of CIA, was attached to the then Vice President 
Nixon's staff. SA Papich pointed out that CIA, if aware of 
above letter, could raise question as to violation of Third 
Agency Rule. * . 

/ 

Results of Review of Bureau Files 


■ The letter to the then Vice President Nixon 
is located in Bureau' file 62-88461-117. It contains'- 
summary of information relating to riots and attacks 
against Mr. Nixon and his party during their 5/58 
Latin American trip. Letter identifies CIA as the 


62-8Q750 
FX0:dgo/sef (6) 
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source of the information set forth in our letter. The last 
paragraph of this letter includes a statement that the 
impression gained from a review of CIA reports indicates that 
CIA had some coverage reflecting there were to be troubles 
concerning Mr. Nixon*s Latin American travels. This letter 
also stated as follows: 

"It is significant that information in the indi¬ 
vidual countries came to CIA’s attention shortly before your 
arrival in a particular country. Therefore, there is a 
question as to whether or not CIA had coverage in communist 
organizations which would -have led to the development of 
information concerning communist plans days or weeks ahead of 
your visit." 

There is no indication in this file regarding 
instructions given to prepare our letter of May 16, 1958. 

The first paragraph of this letter indicates that the Director 
had a discussion with Mr. Nixon on May 16, 1958, inasmuch as 
the first sentence of the above letter reads as follows: 

"Apropos of our discussion today, there is set 
forth information contained in Central Intelligence Agency 
reports received from them on May 14, 1958." 

The data set forth in our May 16, 1958, letter to 
Mr. Nixon is contained in a memorandum Mr. R. R. Roach.to 
Mr. A. H. Belmont dated May 15, 1958, which was prepared for 
the Director’s information. The Director noted on this memo¬ 
randum, "Send summary to A. G. H." In accordance with 
instructions, a letter was sent to the then Attorney General 
under date of May 16, 1958, and this letter contained a summary 
of CIA information in the same manner.as had been sent to 
Mr. Nixon on May 16, 1958. Our letter to the Attorney General, 
however, did not contain any observations regarding .CIA 
coverage in Latin American countries visited by Mr. Nixon and 
his party. 


Our file in this matter (62-88461-150) indicates that 
on June 9, 1958, Colonel Robert Cushman in the office of the 
then Vice President Nixon contacted the Bureau at the request 
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of Mr. Nixon to determine 
the Director to Mr. Nixon 
Mr. Nixon’s trip to South 
press. Colonel Cushman’s 
G. A. Nease to Mr. Tolson 
tion that Colonel Cushman 
were to be given to the press, it would undoubtedly create a 
serious problem as the FBI would then have violated CIA's 
confidence since CIA was aware that SA Papich had reviewed 
CIA’s classified reports and, therefore, this information 
should not be given to the press. Both Mr. Tolson and the 
Director agreed with the recommendation, and Colonel Cushman 
was advised of our decision. It is noted that Colonel Cushman 
is identical with the individual who is now Deputy Director 
of CIA. 

Comments on Remarks in SA Papich Memo 3/5/70 

1. That most of the information in our letter to 
Mr. Nixon dated May 16, 1958, came from CIA and that this 
letter could be interpreted as raising the question concerning 
the quality of CIA's coverage in Latin America. 

There is no dispute as to the source of the informa¬ 
tion which was summarized in our letter to Mr. Nixon, and we 
clearly indicated in our letter‘that the source was CIA. With 
regard to any question being raised as to the quality of 
CIA’s coverage in Latin America, we merely pointed out to 
Mr. Nixon something that was readily discernible to any reader 
of the CIA reports - - that is, that the information from CIA 
popped up rather suddenly as related to the country and 
Mr. Nixon’s arrival. Certainly Mr. Nixon himself, since he 
was personally involved in demonstrations directed against 
him during his Latin American trip, must have been aware that 
advance information from our responsible intelligence agency 
(CIA) may have been lacking. 

2, We are not aware if CIA became knowledgeable of 
our letter to Mr. Nixon dated May 16, 1958. Under ordinary 
conditions, we are not aware nor do we seek to identify any CIA 


to 

AGENCY (CIA) 


if the contents of a letter from 
dated May 16, 1958, regarding 
America could be leaked to the 
request was set forth in memorandum 
June 9, 1958, with the recommenda- 
be advised that if the information 
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personnel who might be assigned to the White House staff. 

As indicated above, Colonel Cushman, who was a member of 
Mr. Nixon’s staff in 1958 and who is now a Deputy Director 
of CIA, was aware of our 5/16/58 letter and its contents. 

We have no information that CIA ever registered any type of 
protest in this matter. 

3. That CIA technically could raise a question 
as to violation of the Third Agency Rule as regards our 
5/16/58 letter to Mr. Nixon. 

The Third Agency Rule is intended to prohibit a 
Government agency from disseminating information originating 
with another Government agency in the absence of specific 
authority to do so, and we follow this rule unless there 
are overriding reasons. With regard to our letter to 
Mr. Nixon dated 5/16/58, we set forth information clearly 
identified as having originated with CIA. This letter 
was apparently prepared at the specific request of then 

Vice President Nixon after conferring with the Director. 

.♦ 

J 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
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Item number 33 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent- (SA) Sam J. Papich in his memorandum 
3/5/70 discusses Herbert Itkin as an individual who was operated 
as a criminal informant by the Bureau who furnished valuable 
information and who has been a key witness in the prosecution 
of cases being handled by the Bureau. Mr. Papich states that 
the Bureau acquired access to Itkin through the CIA and that 
although the CIA has never officially made any statements to the 
Bureau, it has been bitterly disappointed that the Bureau never 
acknowledged CIA's assistance which the agency considered 
extremely valuable. 

Memorandum dated 2/20/63 from W. C. Sullivan to 
Mr. Belmont captioned "James Hoffa" set out that James Angleton 
of CIA advised SA Papich that CIA had briefed the Attorney General 
concerning a source whom Mr. Angleton had used since World War II 
and who subsequently has developed a close association with a 
lawyer who does considerable w6rk for the Teamsters Unions. 
Angleton's source was confident that the lawyer could be developed 
as a penetration which could "sink" Hoffa and all of his cohorts. 
The Attorney General agreed with the CIA representatives that the 
matter should be referred to the Bureau for handling- 

Mr. Angleton set up the first contact?with the individual 
who had the contact with the attorney and at that time Angleton 
stated that he did not want to get involved in any- investigative 
aspects and wanted to step out of the matter as soon as possible. 

As a result, eventual contact was made with Herbert Itkin who 
developed into a very productive source. Itkin has been publicly 
identified as both a source of the FBI and CIA as a result of his 
testimony. 

JGD: rmm (7) CONTINUED - OVER 
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The Bureau’s success in handling Itkin can be 
attributed to the know-how of the SAs of the New York 
Office because Itkin is a highly emotional individual 
and he had aggravated marital problems, severe pressures 
from his many business associates; therefore, it took 
a high degree of skill in dealing with this source in 
order to achieve the success that we did. 

While it is acknowledged that CIA put us 
originally in touch with this source, it was not 
believed that it is essential that we go back to - CIA 
and explain to them our success or to thank them for 
giving us this original lead. It is also noted that 
there is an obligation upon Government agencies to 
cooperate in the fullest and CIA’s cooperation in this 
matter was in accordance with the long standing policy 
among all Government agencies. 


Review of Itkin's file does not reflect any 
instance where CIA indicated a displeasure in the Bureau 
(not acknowledging CIA's assistance in placing us in touch 
with Itkin. This is in line with Mr. Angleton's statement 
in 1963 that he did not want t® get involved in any 
investigative aspects of this matter and wanted to step 
out as soon as possible. In view of the above, it is not 
believed that CIA would have any basis to complain that the 
Bureau never acknowledged CIA'.s assistance. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 



~ 2 - 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

EXCHANGE OF TECHNICAL INFORMATION 


Item number 34 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 concerns 
exchange of technical information with CIA, particularly as 
it related to the technical surveillance field. Papich states 
CIA exhibited its equipment to us, but for many years we declined 
to show any of our devices, with some exceptions. He states 
that CIA never made an official protest but informally indicated 
from time to time that the .lack of exchange was prejudicial to 
overall intelligence and internal security interests and implied 
we were more open with the British in this area than with CIA. 
Papich states this situation does not exist today as there is 
a good exchange by the Bureau and CIA. 

Our files reveal that through the years CIA has 
furnished the Bureau a number of technical devices for our use 
or inspection. They have also furnished technical manuals obtained 
abroad and briefed us on operational and technical aspects of 
some of their operations abroad. Laboratory personnel have been 
afforded tours and briefings concerning CIA facilities and 
equipment and in two instances Bureau personnel have been afforded 
training at CIA schools. As recently as October, 1969 l CIA 
afforded a briefing to Bureau personnel concerning a Clandestine 
Transmitter Activator, developed by their technical people and 
offered to loan us one of these units as well as afford our 
personnel training in the operation of the equipment. 

COMMENTS OF THE LABORATORY t 

Similarly, Bureau records show substantial reciprocity 
on the part of the FBI in developing and furnishing important 
technical information to CIA over a period of many years. 
Representative examples are cited below: 

Prior to 1955 an important unsolved technical 
intelligence problem involved desired access to 
enemy intelligence and other security information 


FJCrsef 
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protected by combination-type locks (safe doors, and 
the like). Scientists in the FBI Laboratory were 
able to solve this problem by using X-rays from 
radioactive materials to ’’see” into the interior of 
a combination lock and thus recover the combination, 
without trace of tampering or other indication that 
the lock had been compromised. This was a scientific 
breakthrough of tremendous intelligence potential and, 
with Bureau approval, our results and techniques were 
made known to the appropriate CIA representatives. 

CIA advised that they had theretofore spent thousands 
of dollars in an intensive, but unsuccessful effort to 
solve the same problem. The impact of this scientific 
discovery in permitting access to previously unavailable 
intelligence had tremendous value for both the FBI and 
CIA. 

In appropriately the late 50 f s and early 60*s, both CIA 
and FBI encountered a new, highly sophisticated type 
of secret writing placed into use by the Russians for 
communicating with espionage agents. In spite of a 
massive technical effort mounted by CIA, scientists 
of the FBI Laboratory were successful in first unraveling 
the basic principles and techniques underlying this new 
Russian system. This important breakthrough thus permitted 
for the first time a successful attack against the new 
Russian secret ink communication system. Because of its 
extreme intelligence potential, with prior Bureau approval, 
this development was made known to CIA, and its importance 
to CIA is reflected in part by a letter addressed to the 
Director of FBI by Allen W. Dulles, then Director of CIA, 
under date of August 19, 1961, in which Dulles said, in 
part, ’’For the past several years there has been 
increasingly effective technical liaison between the 
Technical Services Division of this Agfency and correspond¬ 
ing components of your Bureau. . ." Dulles further 
commented that Bureau technical personnel had ”... made 
an outstanding technical contribution for which they are to 
be highly .commended. Their work not only has an important 
impact in one sensitive area, but also has revealed a 
chemical mechanism from which may well stem new high-level 
secret writing systems. The discovery will have an 


CONTINUED - OVER 
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important influence on the discharge of responsibilities 
assigned both to this Agency and the FBI. I consider 
access to these findingsto be further evidence of the 
value of close technical liaison between our two 
organizations. . .” 

Subsequently, again with prior Bureau approval, whenever 
it could be done without jeopardizing FBI operational 
interests, the FBI on a continuing basis made available 
to CIA actual Soviet secret writing chemicals and methods 
of development which had come into the possession of the 
Bureau through investigative activity and through high- 
level informants. A recent example involved the Russian 
espionage case of Herbert William Boeckenhaupt wherein 
on 2/12/69 a sample of secret writing material used by 
Boeckenhaupt to communicate with the Russians was 
furnished to CIA by a representative of the FBI Laboratory. 

The above items are representative outstanding examples 
of FBI cooperation in developing and sharing highly important 
technical information, and certainly the letter from CIA reflects 
the satisfaction and importance which CIA attached to such 
information received from the Bureau. Within general Bureau 
policy guidelines, there were, of course, on a continuing basis 
numerous other items of technical information shared with CIA 
over the years, including briefings and exchange of visits. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: J 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) , 

CIA LECTURERS AT BUREAU TRAINING SCHOOLS 
EXCHANGE IN THE TRAINING FIELD DECLASSIFIED 

OH MfaOJ -— 


JtM 


Items number 35 and 36 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum March 5, 1970, indicated 
CIA has never understood why Bureau will not permit CIA personnel to 
lecture at our schools and CIA was unhappy regarding our attitude 
concerning exchange of information in the training field. 

CIA by letter May 19, 1950, requested it be permitted to 
discuss training problems with FBI training staff in view of 
necessity of its maintaining relations with foreign police and 
security agencies. Following recommendations by the Executives 
Conference, Bureau advised CIA by letter May 25, 1950, that we did 
not believe FBI training staff could intelligently discuss training 
methods with CIA since our staff was not knowledgeable concerning 
conditions encountered by CIA in various foreign countries. 

Since 1962, we have taken foreign police officers into the 
National Academy through the Agency for International Development 
(AID). These officers spent two weeks of orientation with AID and 
after graduation certain selective officers have been in touch with 
CIA through AID. We Are aware that CIA has used many of these 
graduates as sources of information. 

In 1966, the Director approved a request of CIA to have one 
of its men attend the National -Academy for purpose "to improve 
capabilities of CIA personnel engaged in overseas police training 
programs." As a result, a CIA Security Officer graduated from the 
77th Session of the FBI National Academy (March 7 - May 25, 1966). 

At the specific request of CIA, Bureau representatives have 
addressed CIA intelligence personnel attending refresher-type 
training courses on 31 occasions between June, 1962, and December, 
1969. 
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We loaned CIA four Bureau training films in 
February, 1966, one was eventually returned, but CIA 
continues to utilize the other three films entitled "On 
The Record,*' "Interviews,” and "Burglary Investigations." 
We continue to use foreign language films from CIA which 
were loaned to us as a supplement to the Bureau's Language 
Training Program. 

Representatives of CIA have not lectured at 
| Bureau training schools and there is no indication in 
• Bureau files that this has been advocated by CIA. 

This memorandum has been coordinated with the 
Training Division. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


set forth, 


None. We do not.believe, in light of the facts 
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Item Number 37 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
discusses CIA criticism which could generate from Agency belief 
that Bureau has failed to cooperate and offer necessary assistance 
in collection of positive intelligence in the United States. 
Memorandum is to deal with specific cases believed by Papich 
to evidence lack of cooperation and to briefly comment on policy 
of cooperation we have adopted with CIA. 

SYNOPSIS : 

Mentioned Item by Papich points out CIA belief that 
more aggressive action should have been taken in field of 
collecting positive intelligence in the United States. Papich 
notes Bureau’s action in this field, for the most part, has been 
restricted to compliance with requests by State Department when 
political crises occur in some country. He points out CIA belief 
that acquiring needed data would mean increased technical surveil¬ 
lance coverage, development of informants and collection of 
cryptographic material,. Papich cites two specific cases occurring 
in 1969 where Bureau declined CIA’s request for technical coverage, 
suggesting to Agency that it make its request directly to the . 
Attorney General. Review of specific cases mentioned set forth 
with Director’s comments relative thereto being noted. Our 
policy of cooperation with CIA most recently delinated to field 
by SAC Letter 66-10 (B) - copy attached. SAC letter calls for 
guarding our jurisdiction but shows our willingness to cooperate 
with CIA. 


Enclosure 
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CIA has repeatedly raised the issue in the past of 
our coverage in the positive intelligence collection area and 
we can reasonably expect similar issues to be raised in the 
future o 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

That we prepare a carefully worded letter to CIA 
outlining policy and the basic elements of intelligence and 
counterintelligence work affecting the United States and 
forthrightly ask CIA if it is satisfied with the status quo 
and if not what do they have to suggest as changes. 
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DETAILS : 

Papich points out CIA feels there is unexplored 
field for acquiring positive intelligence in the United States 
but he notes that there has been no law, directive, or executive 
order which fixes responsibility for clandestine collection of 
such information. He notes we investigate subversives, spies, 
and develop penetrations of foreign intelligence services and 
that facets of these investigations of violations of United States 
laws serve to fulfill a counterintelligence objective referred 
to by us as investigations of internal security matters. Papich 
notes, however, that most of our work in the positive intelligence 
field has been restricted to the compliance with requests by 
State Department prompted usually by a political crisis occurring 
in some foreign country. 

Papich points out CIA feels there is unexplored 
field for acquiring positive intelligence requiring use of 
vastly increased technical surveillances, informant development 
and collection of cryptographic material. According to Papich, 

CIA does not feel Bureau has moved aggressively in this area 
and CIA has been thwarted in attempts to do much about the 
problem. Papich cites two cases ^Alfred S. Gonsalve;£p 10/69 and 
AN {caiman Shapirop10/69) where CIA requests for technical surveil- 
lance were declined by us with the suggestion to CIA that these 
matters should be taken up by that Agency directly with the 
Attorney General. 

.t 

• Specific Cases ^ 

CIA advised that £Alfred S. Gonsalves, Deputy Permanent 
Representative of the Indian United Nations Delegation^) had been 
O) under development by/a Soviet intelligence service partly as 

a result of his weakness forwomen when assigned in£$Ioscow P (Sj 
fromQ.957 to 196t~\&)^lonsalvesVwas to participate, in bilateral 
talks with United States officials in October, 1969?^)By letter 
(s)( J)/26/69| CIA requested telephone and microphone surveillances on 
^©onsalves.p The Director commented "Let CIA seek the authority 

of the AG. I don’t want them utilizing FBI as their channel." / •')* 

* (£> '■ J 

(jSalman M. Shapir^Jwas originally investigated by us 

in {l965> as a possible unregistered agent of the£|.srae]Jp Govern- ^ 
ment due to negotiations by him with£jsraeli officialgjdesigned ( 
to set up a semiprivate nuclear processing company in flsraeiTj/Vr' 

v $5 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


SECRti c*> 

Our investigation showed close contact by ^Shapiro! withQsraelT)^) 
officials, Strong pro-Israel sentiments by Shapirojand details 
of activity by that subject,\to create the firm mentioned. 

<^){Shapiro\ headed a {PittsburgEj'firm involved in Atomic Energy 
Commission (AEC) work requiring "Top Secret" clearance by AEC. 

Our initial investigation was closed when Assistant Attorney 
General - Internal Security Division found that facts did not ■ \ ^ 

justify soliciting /Shapiro ’~s) registration as a foreign agent.-. ,, 

L - ^( 5 ) f 

In Spring of 1965, sixty-one kilograms of nuclear 
* material were found to be unaccounted for by the firm headed 
(£) by dhapiroT^but subsequent inventories and checking by AEC 
revealed tins shortage was probably the result of cumulative 
process of wasteful production methods over a period of eight 
years and did not justify an unqualified determination of a 
diversion of nuclear material on the^ part of |£fhapiro^ to 
unauthorized persons or government 

CIA, in 1968, became alarmed on receipt of information 
of loss of mentioned nuclear material and despite AEC findings 
felt it may indicate illegal diversion or at least justification 
for reopening investigation. Richard Helms of CIA contacted 
the Attorney General directly with his thoughts regarding the 
need for additional investigation. Attorney General contacted 
Bureau requesting it discuss matter with CIA and determine 
advisibility of additional investigation. The Director, in 
approving conference with CIA, noted "OK but I doubt advisibility 
of getting into this. It looks,like Helms Lg going around 
us to AG as he suspects we would say no." 

•• js) 

An intensive investigation of /ShapiroJconducted v 

during late ^.96m and into Fall of {t96^revealed no positive 
intelligence adrivi-ty on his pqrt or verifiable diversion of 
AEC material to /Jsrae^fe}Our investigation included technical 
surveillances installedj2./27/6SiMid discontinued* 9/4/69. J&hapircT}/^ 
was interviewed by AEC (8/14/69yi.nd disclaimed passing any ^ 

classified data to Israeli GovernmentTyf)Facts of case were 
reviewed by Department of Justice which found no evidence of pro¬ 
secutable violation by (Shapir o^ ) AEC felt the additional investi¬ 
gation produced no d'ata upon which could be based a legitimate 
withdrawal of clearance for AEC contracts or information. In 
view of this, we closed our investigation and CIA was so advised. „ , 
A 10/13/69 letter from Helms acknowledged additional investigation# £ 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


would produce no legal evid« 


pertinent to the issue which 


&) 


prompted CIA’s original request but noted he felt reinstituted 
audio surveillances of £fehapiro>)would produce positive intelligence 
information. He therefore requested reinstitution of this 
coverage. The Director’s letter to Helms 10/17/69 noted that 
after careful review it was felt^fhat CIA should take this 
matter to the Attorney General, i 

/ 


On October 21, 1969, a CIA official was told by 
Special Age-at Papich that in the future CIA should transmit its 
requests for technical surveillance coverage in the United States 
to the Attorney General. This specifically covered the cases 
of ^onsalves and ShapiroJ^The Director commented ”Right . tr 

Bureau Policy of Cooperation 


In 1965 and 1966, recognizing overlapping interests, 
changes inherent in faster communication, hysteria to facilitate 
international travel and in response to requests from CIA, the 
Director approved Bureau attendance at conferences with CIA 
regarding that Agency’s operational activities in the United States. 
On a memorandum reporting the results of the conferences with 
CIA, the Director commented ”1 hope we still don’t let our 
guard down as CIA has always outsmarted us because of our 
gullibility 


SAC Letter 66-10 (B) dated 2/15/66 furnished to the 
field and Bureau offipials results of the conferences with CIA 
and emphasized necessity for protecting Bureau jurisdiction in 
the counterintelligence field. This SAC letter (copy attached) 
emphasized there is to be no interference with or infringement 
upon our jurisdiction but clearly shows our willingness to 
cooperate with CIA in developing positive intelligence in the 
United States. In approving this SAC letter, the Director 
noted !*I hope there is no 'sneaker’ in this. Time will tell.’ r 


There has been no renewed request from CIA for 
technical coverage in the cases mentioned above, nor has there 
been any indication that such requests have been sent, by CIA 
to the Attorney General as we suggested. Due to CIA interest 
in the past in these matters, we cannot rule out the- possibility 
the Agency may approach Attorney General for the desired 
coverage at some time in the future. 
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(b) CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY - OPERATIONS IN THE UNITED 
STATES -- The Bureau recently completed discussions with the Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA) regarding that agency's operational activities in 
the United States. These discussions essentiniiv dealt with CIA's asses sment 
and recruitment of foreign intelligence sources in the United Slates. Enclosed 
for your use is a list of the ground rules which Doth agencies have accepted 
as guidelines for effecting the necessary coordination. In order that you may 
be adequately oriented in tins matter, the following background is set forth. 

The need for the ground rules is related to CIA's interest in developing 
positive intelligence sources in the United States and the necessity for 
protecting the Bureau's jurisdiction in the counterintelligence field. The 
latter is essential to the adequate discharge of our responsibilities to 
national security. 

Positive intelligence may be described as a comprehensive product 
resulting from collection, evaluation, collation, analysis, and interpretation 
of all available information relating to national security and concerning other 
countries where such information is significant to our Government's develop¬ 
ment and execution of plans, policies, and courses oi action. Such intelligence 
can be divided into various categories, such as economic, military, scientific, 
political, geographic, et cetera. The collection oi positive intelligence is 
distinguished from counterintelligence which is primarily designed ro penetrate, 
monitor, neutralize and/or disrupt the foreign intelligence and security services 
Counterintelligence further includes other functions of an internal security 
nature directed against subversive groups, organizations, and. individuals. By 
lav/ CIA does not have any lav; enforcement, cr internal security functions. CIA’s 
authorization for collecting positive intelligence is predicated on the National 
Security Act of 1947 ana subsequent issuance of National Security Council 
Directives. There is no law, directive, or charter which authorizes Ct-A to 
engage in the clandestine development of positive intelligence sources in the 
United States. Therefore, in the absence of any statutory prerogative to conduct 
such activity in the United States, it has been mutually agreed by FBI and CIA 
that the Agency can only engage in the clandestine development and handling of 
positive intelligence sources in this country by coordinatin'.', with the Bureau. 

The Bureau in turn legally has the primary counterintelligence responsibility 
in the U. S. and is continually developing positive intelligence.. It, however, 
must be regarded an incidental product to oar main objective. The Bureau 
does not have a primary responsibility to collect positive intelligence; but we 
do have numerous and very significant obligations in this field.. In actual uractic 
the Bureau is required by the President and ether agencies to develop info man? 

n s ? 
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of a positive intelligence nature. This requires Bureau action designed to 
bring about the necessary coverage. A good example is our involvement 
in the development of information relating to the crisis in the Dominican 
Republic. From the above you will recognize that there can be "gray areas" 
of interest to the Bureau and CIA. It, therefore, has been necessary to 
effect adequate coordinating machinery. 

The potential for the.development of positive intelligence in this 
country is vast and varied. Voluminous positive intelligence is collected 
overtly through the review of foreign and domestic publications, interviews 
of travelers, arriving aliens, contacts with scientists, et cetera. In this 
area there have been no serious issues between the Bureau and CIA. 

However, in the field of clandestine development of positive 
intelligence both agencies have an interest, and there is a necessity for a 
clear-cut understanding of jurisdiction and coordination. Particularly is 
this true in the development of positive intelligence sources who are 
employees or officials of foreign governments stationed in the United States 
or who are visiting this country on a temporary basis. 

For many years »he Bureau has had a continuing program of 
developing sources in diplomatic installations for the purpose of discharging 
our counterintelligence responsibilities and incidentally for developing 
positive intelligence information which might assist the Government in 
formulating policy. The Bureau, recognizing CIA s need for sources in the 
positive intelligence field, has permitted CIA to assess and recruit sources in 
the United States in a limited manner with the understanding that such activities 
are fully coordinated with the Bureau. In January, 1964, CIA. established 
their Domestic Operations Division (DOD) to conduct such operations in the 
United States, and certain Bureau field offices were alerted and furnished 
the necessary guidance and ins true tion.s. The recent discussions with CIA 
resulted in a refinement of the understanding of the ground rules established 
•in January, 1964. V 

The enclosed ground rules will be applied by the Bureau and CIA 
as cases arise. The Bureau position in each matter will be decided at the 
Seat of Government. As a general rule, Bureau Headquarters will be. informed 
by CIA regarding its interest in an. individual or a target. Prior to notification, 
of CIA. regarding our position, the situation will be carefully reviewed at the 
Seat of Government. This may often include a request to the field for 
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observations and recommendkw^ii^fefefore notice is transmitted to CIA. A: 
the same time, it is possible that you may be contacted in the field by a 
representative of DOD, CIA. If so, you should be guided by the enclosed 
ground rules in any discussions, 'bearing in mind that the approval for any 
particular operational activity is to be made at Bureau Headquarters. 

You should hold to the concept that the protection of the internal 
security of the United States involves very basic clear-cut responsibilities 
of the FBI. This should be kept in mind in each case and in any contacts 
which you may have with CIA representatives. There is to be no interference 
with or infringement upon our jurisdiction. It is recognized that unforeseen 
developments may create situations not adequately covered by the ground rules. 
You, therefore, should report such matters to the Bureau setting forth 
complete details with your recommendations. Although we have been informed 
by CIA that the Bureau’s jurisdiction and operational interests will not be 
interfered with, we cannot discount the results of past experiences stemming 
from CIA's operational and organizational deficiencies. We have no reason to 
believe that there will be a revolutionary change of these conditions. It is. 
therefore, incumbent upon you to be extremely alert for any breakdown of the 
adherence to the ground rules. I emphasize that this is an area of activity 
which must be closely monitored by each Special Agent in Charge. You 
should be certain that your personnel is adequately oriented so that the Bureau 
can have the full benefit of any constructive suggestions pertaining to this 
entire matter. 


Very truly yours, 
John Edgar Hoover 
Director 


Enclosure for (B) 
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subject RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 


8 » l-li-ol 


Item Number 38 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of 3/5/70 serves as 
a sort of summary in which SA Papich indicates that he cannot 
recall the names of other cases which resulted in CIA displeasure 
or criticism, but.does cite one instance "early in the 1950's" 
in which we disseminated data from a source of unknown reliability, 
charging Allen Dulles as having been a communist■and a spy 
while in Europe.. 


By letter 3/22/52, we informed State and CIA that a 
source of unknown reliability had alleged that the brother of 
John Foster Dulles had been arrested in Hungary in 1947 or 
1948 and forced to write a letter to his wife which brought her 
to Hungary where she was also arrested. We asked for an 
evaluation of the information. Mr. D. M. Ladd memorandum, 

4/5/52, states he received a call from Allen Dulles during which 
Dulles referred to the letter and said he was not concerned 
about it but wanted Ladd to look it over. We were subsequently 
informed by CIA that Allen Dulles (the only.brother of 
John Foster Dulles and then CIA Deputy Director) had said that 
the information concerning Dulles and his wife was without 
foundation and we promptly told State of this by letter 4/15/52, 
a copy of which was directed to Allen Dulles. Mr. Keay's 
memorandum 5/10/52 written by SA Papich reports his discussion 
with Dulles concerning this matter^ Mr. Dulles asked if the 
original letter could be withdrawn and was told that it appeared 
that the FBI had already set the records straight but that if he 
wished to make an official request, Papich would refer the matter 
to the Bureau for consideration. Dulles, immediately replied that 
he definitely did not want to make "a .big thing" of the letter, 
that it was not that important, and that maybe it would be better 
to drop the matter*. General Smith (then Director of.Central 
Intelligence) later told Papich that he considered the matter 
closed. 

SA Papich also alludes to other instances in which 
| CIA alleged that we had mishandled its information. He has no 
I specifics, however, and states he cannot recall the cases. 

JFHrbsf 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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Honorable Richard Helms 


this country. While this Bureau does hot have any statutory 
responsibilities with regard to the collection of foreign 
intelligence, I have always recognized that the potential 
for the development of such intelligence in this country is 
considerable. The FBI has., in fact, made a concerted effort 
to obtain positive Intelligence of value to other U. S. 
-intelligence agencies, Including the CIA, and policy-making 
officials of the Government. While these efforts have, 
of course, been Incidental to our main internal security 
and counterintelligence responsibilities, we have on a 
selective •basis developed sources, both live and technical, 
providing coverage at key foreign establishments in the 
United States. The product of this coverage has been furnished 
on a regular basis to the CIA and other interested agencies 
. and officials of the Government. 

A 

I know that you will share my belief that this 
matter requires a periodic reexamination to ''assure that the 
national security interests continue to be served in the 
most effective and complete manner possible. After reviewi 
this matter, including the attached 1966 agreement, I would 
welcome any observations you may desire to make. 

. Sincerely yours, 

/ * J. Edgar Hoover ‘ 


.Enclosure- 

note: : 

See memo W. C. Sullivan to DeLoach 3/11/70 
re •'Relationships with CIA,” prepared by WCS:mea. 

jl Classified "S^pet" since disclosure would 
seriously damage the internal security interests. 
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